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CHAPTER 1 
‘THE PLAN OF THE STUDY 


Introduetion 
This study is one of a ries planned to meet the 
objectives of Cooperative Research Project No, 2842--"The 


Relationship of Socioeconomic Factors, Educational Leader- 
ship Patterns, and Elements of Community Power Structure to 
Local School Fiscal Policy," 

The directors of this project, Prof 
Johns and Ralph B, Kimbrough, of the College of Education, 
University of Florida, selected certain states (Florida, 


ors Roe Ly 


Georgia, Kentucky, and Illinois) for an intensive three-year 
study, They brought together in one design a method for 
Anvestigating the interrelationships of socioeconomic fac- 
tors, educational leadership, and comminity power structure 
and the relationship of these factors to elasticity of local 
demand for education and to local financial effort in rela- 
tion to ability, 

The total project will consist of a series of stu- 
ates which are designed to answer the following questions: 

(a) Have most school districts in selected states 

ical ‘sanool frend policy sa aeasusea ty" 


by. 
local effort in relation to ability ana elas- 
thoity of demand for education? 


(b) 


(o) 


(a) 


(e) 


(t) 


(s) 


(nh) 


This 


What socioeconomic factors are associated 
with effort in relation to ability and 
elasticity of demand? 


What unusual changes in fiseal policy have 
oecurred through time in school districts 
in selected states? 


Are such factors as social power exchanges, 
economic changes, and changes in educational 
leadership activities related to changes in 
local school fiscal policy? 


What relationships do the characteristics 
of community power structure (e.¢., monopo- 
istic, competitive, pluralistic) have with 
the level of local financial effort? 


What relationships do the characteristics of 
educational leadership have with observed 
variation in effort? 


How are certain socioeconomic beliefs among 
the population, power wielders, and teachers 
in selected school districts related to 
financial effort? 


Do economic beliefs have a closer relation- 
ship than educational be: 
conservative fiscal polio: 
sehool districts? 


phase of the study deals with questions (a) 


‘through (0) in the State of Kentucky, Simultaneously, three 
other researchers, Harold H. Hopper (17), Charles R, King 


(37), and wali 
questions in 
respectively. 
research desi; 

Subse 
these initial 
(4) through ( 

the fi 
which will be 


ter Je Quick (48), are investigating these same 
the States of Florida, Georgia, and Illinois, 


Since these studies are replicas, the same 


gn is employed in each, 

quent researchers will utilize the findings of 
studies as a basis for investigating questions 
h)s 

‘ollowing section provides definitions of terns 
used in subsequent pages. 
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Definition of tems 

Het effective buying income.--In this study net 
effective buying income has the same meaning as that given 
in the following quote from the publication, "Survey of 
Buying Power" (68154): 

Lt --Personal income 

‘excludes ‘profits of business enterprises from 

national income in order to emphasize the distri- 

bution of income among individuals receiving 
either wages, salaries, profits, or property 
income, Then, in order to indicate how mich of 
this income is available for the purchase of goods 
and services produced by these factors of produc- 
tion, we deduct all tax payments to federal, 

state and local governments, The Government 

calls the results "disposable personal income,” 

which is equivalent to our definition of Net 

Effective Buying Income, 

In Kentucky, it was considered necessary to adjust 
the net effective buying income figures for those counties 
that contained independent school districts, when popula- 
tion and net effective buying income figures were listed for 
those citi that had independent school districts, these 
figures were simply subtracted from the county total, This 
meant that different per capita net effective buying income 


figures had to be computed in those instances, when the 


desired information was not given for the independent dis- 
tricts, the following procedure was used: 

(1) A ratio was computed between total population 
of the county and the average daily attendance of all the 
School districts of the county, 

(2) The average daily attendance of the county as 
@ school district was mltiplied by the computed ratio, This 


4 


resulted in a computed population of the county as a school 
district, 

(3) The computed population figure was then milti- 
plied by the given per capita net effective buying income of 
the county, This step resulted in the computed total net 
effective buying income of the county as a school district, 

Market value of property,--The value of property in 
each district, assuming it is assessed at 100 per cent of 
true value, The teras "market value of property" and "true 
value of property" are used in this study as synonomous 
terns, 

Total local school revenue receipts,--The sum of 
district echool revenue receipts from property, franchise, 
Dank shares, and poll taxes, For purposes of this study, 
Whiskey withdrawal taxes were considered to be state revenue 
receipts, No revenue from state and federal governments was 
listed as local school revenue receipts, 

Effort.--In this study, effort was determined by 
@ividing local school revenue receipts by net effective buy- 
Ang income for the school district for each year of the 
study and by equalized valuation of property for 1962, 

Elagthosty of local denand for education,--The tera 
“elasticity of local demand for education" as used in this 
study 12 actually “income elasticity of local demand for edu- 
cation," The awkwardness of this term caused it to be short= 
ened to elasticity of demand throughout the stuay, 
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Elastioity of demand for education, as used in this 
study, is the per cent change in local revenue receipts per 
pupil in average daily attendance (ADA) compared with a 1 per 
cent change in per capita income, A coefficient of 1 means 
that a 1 per cent change in por capita income has been accon- 
panied by a 1 per cent change in revenue receipts per pupil, 
When the coefficient is more than 1, the demand ie said to 
be elastic, and when less than 1, inelastic, 

The formla for obtaining a measure of elasticity of 
local demand for education is given in a later section. 

Einetolal ability,--the ability of each school dis- 
trict to provide for its pupils is measured by the aggregate 
of personal net effective buying income for each year in the 
1945-1962 period, Financial ability based on the true value 
of property is also used for the single year 1962, 

It 18 recognized that equalized or market value of 
property might be a better measure of ability where property 
taxes are the main source of revenue, However, data were 
not available in Kentucky for all of the eighteen years 
under study, 

Sustification for the u 


of personal income as a 
measure of ability was found in a study made by the Advisory 
Commission on Intergovernmental Relations (1113): 


Analyses of the fiscal capacity of governmental 
juristictions conventionally center on the per- 


dip into capital for all kinds of purposes, 
Anoluding taxes, Deficit enterprises number 

in the millions, in good and bad years, and 

Some of their taxes, e.g., property taxes, are 
affected by the condition of their profit position 
only very slowly, if at all, Families, too, occa~ 
Sionally live in part on capital and pay taxes 
from capital funds, But, in the long run, taxes 
are normally paid out of income, 


Since this is a long-term study, the above reasoning should 
apply. Peterson (/17:258) had this to say on the use of 
effective buying incomes 


Personal income tax paid is the most adequate of 
the present measures of wealth available from 
public records, ‘The two factors which provide 


by 
ment, "Survey of Buying Power") equalized 
Prien tial property were also found 
to have high correlations with these two factors, 


James (18), however, cited studies which disagreed with this 
position in that low correlations were found between income 
measures of ability and property measures of ability. The 
present study in Kentucky seems to corroborate Peterson's 
findings, as will be show later, 


Soctoe: 2 fac 


~The term socioeconomic fac- 


tors, as used in this study, includes such factors as the 


following: total population, age of population, educational 
Level of the population, income level, urbanization, occupa- 
tion, school attendance, racial composition, and state and 
federal financial assistance, The socioeconomic factors used 
in this study are listed in Section IX of Statistical Pro- 
cedures at the end of this chapter, 


atterns of sol fiscal cys--Pattems of school 


fiscal policy, 


used in this study, are described in terns 
of local financial effort and elastitity of demand for educa- 
tion, 


Eypothe 

‘The following hypotheses are tested: 

(1) Mobt of the school districts selected have fol- 
lowed relatively consistent patterns of financial effort and 
elasticity of demand over a period of years, 

(2) Changes in fiscal policy are associated with 


@ number of socioeconomic factors, 


Delimitations 

Only school districts of 20,000 or more persons are 
included in this study, Conclusions are restricted to the 
selected districts, Table 1 indicates the school districts 
in the State of Kentucky which had populations of 20,000 or 
more persons in 1960, Populations of independent school 
districts were subtracted from the county figures in order to 
represent the population of the county as a school district, 


Related Research 
Wide differences in financial ability to support 
Schools exist among school districts, but, even when ability 
is held constant, Johns (22) found little research which ex- 


plained differences in effort, Gentry (15) studied numerous 


cultural factors as they relate to effort, but could explain 


TABLE 1 


POPULATIONS OP SCHOOL. DISTALERE WITH 
20,000 OR MORE IN 19608. 


Hopkins 


Pike 63,510 
Pulaski 26,823 


9 


only 30 per cent of the effort variation using the factors 
he studied, 

Other factors affecting expenditures have been 
researched, James, Alan, and Dyck (20) found that the 
patterns and amounts of state support had some effect on 
local initiative and that educational expenditures were 
significantly related to wealth, 

Hirsch (16), relating expenditures to a measure of 
ability (per capita income), found that one factor varied 
in the same manner as the other, so that his result (elasti- 
city of demand) was almost unity. 

Hirsch thus showed the relative inelesticity of 
demand for education as an average for the nation, but drew 
no conclusions relative to the elasticity of demand for educa- 
tion in districts with high wealth as opposed to those with 
low wealth, 

When Schultz (70) and Fabricant (13) showed that 
investment in education is positively related to increases 
in the national economy, one can see the importance of find 
Ang which factors explain relatively larger investments in 
education, 

Roos (50) listed major non-income factors that affect 
consumers’ expenditures through 1966, Roos saw consumer 
expenditures for science increasing relative to disposable 
income, He forecast greater proportions of income for insur 
ance, school transportation, and medical care of the very 
od end young. 


to 


Sone of the factors Hirsch (16) felt were related 
to expenditure levels included: 

1, tMunber of pupils in average daily attendance 

2, Primary versus secondary school population 

3e Urbanization of school population 

4. Price level of goods and services 

5» Income level 

Birech (16) found that 76 per cent of the 1900-1958 
variation in the cost of per pupil daily current expenditure, 
plus debt service, could be explained in tems of por capita 
Personal income changes, by holding the effect of changes in 
the ratio of public high enrollment to all public school 
enrollment and the urbanization factor constant, 

Veing seventeen selected years between 1900=1958, 
Hirech (16) found that current school expenditures were a 
funotion of the following variables: 

1, Por cont of public high school enrollment rela- 
tive to total public school enroliment 

2, Per cent of pupile (5 to 19 years old) in average 
4aily attendance in urban areas 

3+ Average annual salary for neubere of instmuc= 
tional stafr 

‘%y Munber of principals, superintendents, and con= 
Sultants per 1,000 pupils in average daily attendance, 

‘These variables explained 99,8 per cent of the yeare 
towyear variation of daily total current expenditures, 


n 


Brazer (4) used the following independent variables, 
relating them to current expenditures: 

1. Population size of cities 

2, Rate of growth of population 

3s Median family income (Family incomes rather than 
income of “families and unrelated persons" were employed in 
order to eliminate what was felt to be the distorting influ- 


ence in some cities of large groups of single persons.) 


4, Intergovernmental revenue (most important in 
his study) 

5+ Population density 

6. Ratio of employment in manufacturing 

7 Number of pupils to the city's population 

Brazer (1135) was aware of the many factors which 
variance in education expenditures and sug~ 
gested that the differenc 
politics, ethnic background, and culture of the population, 
climatic and topographical features, tax and debt limits, 


jem to caus 


may be due to differences in the 


as well as other factors, He said further: 


Expenditures may be an increasing function of 
city size for cities with more than 25,000 inha~ 
bitants because of diseconomies of scale, becau: 
as the population size of the city increases mo: 
services become economically feasible or e8ary 
or because the population variable is associated 
with other factors, such as income and population 
density, which, in'turn, account for the apparent 
association between per capita expenditures and 
ity size, 


Population size and ratic of employment in manufac- 
turing did not contribute significantly to the differences 
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in expenditures in Braze: 


study. 

Population density and the ratio of the number of 
pupils to the city's population proved to be significant fac- 
tors in explaining variations in per capita expenditures for 
education, 

Hirseh (16) studied the period from 1900-1958, and 
found the income elasticity of education to be 1,09. 

Fabricant (13), using 1942 data, computed a state- 
to-state income elasticity coefficient for the United States 
of 0.78, 

MeLoone (40) found the state-to-state elasticity of 
demand for education in the United stat 


to be 0.99, using 
@ period from 1929-1930 to 1957-1958 for study. 

It 1s interesting to note in MeLoone's study that 
for the period 1947-1948 to 1957-1958, the national elasti- 
city of demand for education was 1.34, however. 

Although James (19) included expenditures for higher 
education and capital construction, his elasticities for the 
period from 1946 to 1958 were relatively high and reflect, as 
4o MeLoone's later figures, a greater than proportionate 
inerease in educational expenditures, 

Brazer (4), using 1949 median family income and 1953 
per capita operating expenditure data, arrived at an incom 
elasticity of 0.73, He included as independent variables: 

1. Ratio of city population to metropolitan areas! 
Population in 1950 

2, Students in average daily attendance per 1,000 
of 1950 population 
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3. Intergovernnental revenue per capita, for educa- 
tion, 1953 

It should be noted that Fabricant and Brazer used 
cross sectional data (that is, place-to-place at a given 
time), while Hirsch used time series data, As Burk (5) 
pointed out, income elasticities computed with the aid of 
jetion data are generally lower than those based on 
time series data, 


Renshaw (49) found that increased state aid payments 
were associated with higher expenditures per pupil. 

Iohnes (39) used rate of growth in enrollments and 
absolute st: 


of the school system as independent. variables 
and found thet higher rates of growth in enrollment were 
related to higher percentage increases in expenditures, He 
found also that school systems with 500-1,199 pupils had 
greater relative increases in educational spending than 41a 
school systems that were smaller or larger, 

Movahon (41), in a 1956 cross section study of state 
educational spending, found that the independent variable: 
proportion of non-whites, proportion of children not attend- 


ing public schools, and the proportion of school-age children 
in the population, accounted for 52 per cent of the educa~ 
tional expenditure variance, 

Shapiro (71) made a cross section analysis of expendi- 
tures among states for the years 1920, 1930, 1940, and 1950. 
He chose two dependent variables: one was a measure of cur- 
rent expenditure per pupil for public education, and one 
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included both public and private educational outlays. His 
multivariate regressions showed state per capita personal 
income as most important in expenditure fluctuation, espe- 
cially in the South, 

Miner (42) used four dependent variables: total cur- 
rent school expenditures per capita, total current expendi- 
tures minus state and federal ald, total current expenditures 
per pupil, and total current expenditures per pupil minus 
state and federal aid. 

He found that the proportion of pupils in secondary 
grades and the salary of beginning teachers tend to affect 
total school expenditures, Miner also found that auxiliary 
service was the most important indicator of both local and 
total per pupil expenditures. 

It thus becomes evident that further research is 
needed to throw light on the relative importance of various 
factors which bear upon local school fiscal policy in time 
and depth, and attempt to discover additional determinants 
of school fiscal policy. 

The section following is an outline of the general 


procedures which will be followed in this study. 


General Procedures 
I, Description and analyzation of pattems 
Patterns of school fiscal policy for the 18-year 
period, beginning with 1945, for all Kentucky school ais- 
tricts having a 1960 census population of 20,000 or more will 


be described in terms of financial effort and in terms of 
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elasticity of demand for education, The statistical pro- 
cedures for th 
tion, It should be mentioned here that all county school 
districts in Kentucky are coterminous with the county bounda- 
ries and all independent districts lie within the city 
boundaries, The decision was made to include only districts 
of 20,000 or more in the stuiy in order to eliminate those 
districts that were largely rural, as data on net effective 
buying income are available only for larger districts, Also, 
fiscal policy will be studied for an 18-year period because 
the year 1945 1s the earliest year for which comparable data 


measures will be presented in the next seo- 


on net effective buying income are available, 
II, Relationship of local effort with socioeconomic factors 

‘The relationship of various measures of local finan- 
cial effort described below to certain socioeconomic factors 
will be examined, A complete list of factors follows in 
Section Ix, 

The section following is an outline of the statisti- 
eal procedures used in the study, In the interest of uni- 
formity and efficiency, the formla numbers used in Research 
Project No. 2842 have been retained for this present study, 
Since all formas used in the total project were not perti- 
nent to this study, there will be apparent gaps in the num 
bering of formas, 


Statistical Procedures 


In the following outline, all terms are used here 
as defined under "Definition of Terns,” 


Te 


Ile 
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Financial effort 
A, Ability measures of school districts: 
1. Collect net effective buying income data 
for each district for each year from the 


appropriate issue of "Survey of Buying 
Power," published in Sales Nenagenent. 


2. Compute equalized valuation of each dis~ 
trict at 100 per cent of true value for 
1962, (This information was furnit 
by the Kentucky State peer Bau= 
cation, Frankfort, Kentucky.) 


B, Symbols used in the formise for calculating 
local financial effort: 


Ry = total local school revenue receipts 

Wy = net effective buying income 

Wy = equalized valuation 

E = educational effort, as derived below 
C, Formas for calculating Et 

(Forma 1): 2, = 2 bere ina each dis- 


(Forma 2): Ep = Ry (1962 only) 
7 
2 
De By will be utilized in graphical, presente 


ons to show the year-to-year fluctuations 
in local financial effort for each district, 


Average local financial effort where Bs and Ey 
equal average local financial effort 


Formulas for calculating Bs and B71 


1. Representing the year 1950 (to be calculated 
for each selected school district) 


(Formula 5)+ 


(199-50)42, (19 50-51)4R, (1951-52) 
as* = TST Sitist 


mt 


IVs 


a7 
2. Representing the year 1960 (to be calcu- 
lated for each selected school district) 
(Formula 7)+ 


8 (1959460 }48y (1960-61) +2; (1961-62) 
1 de TECTSESTS CISCO HSTEDETY 


General procedures for computing elasticity of 
demand 


As Symbols to be used in general formula for 
elasticity of demand: 


D = elastitity of demand 


= coefficient for predicting a dependent 
re Sectanle tron ca adapeaaion: seoiente 


= independent variable 


ependent variable 
= mean of independent variable 


MK ow 


= uean of dependent variable 
Bs General formula for elasticity of demand: 
(Formula 9): D= by s 


Gs Formule for computing byy above: 


(Forma 10): 
idee a 


Procedure for computing local elasticity of 
demand for education for each district, for 
the period from 1945-1962 


‘Symbols used: 


Dy = elasticity of demand for a school ais- 
trict for the period 1945-1962 (NOTE: 
only one figure is calculated for a 
school district for the entire period) 


ve 
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% = per capita net effective buying income 

for @ district for each year, 1945-1962, 
as items (X) to be summed according to 
Formula 10 


Yq = Total local school revenue receipts per 
pupil in ADA for a district, for each 
year, 1945-1962, as items (¥) te be 
‘sumed according to Formla 10 


% = mean of Xj across the 18 years, for a 
School district 


Y, = mean of xy across the 18 years, for a 
2" ‘sohool aidtrict : 


(The elasticity for each district is then 
computed by substituting the numbers for 
these symbols into the general formas 9 
and 10 above, ) 


Procedure for iting local elasticity of 
demand for education for each district for the 
period 1945-1954 


Symbols used: 


Dg = elasticity of demand for a school dis- 
trict for the period 1945-1954 


per capita net effective buying income 
ree each district for the period 1945- 
9. 


3 = total local school revenue receipts per 
pupil in ADA for each district for each 
year from 1945-1958 


‘Xy = mean of X35 


Y¥; = mean of ¥5 


(The elasticity for each district is then 
computed, substituting the numbers for these 
systole into the general formlas 9 and 10 
above, 


Procedure for computing local elasticity of 
demand for education for each district for the 
period 1953-1962 


Symbols useds 


vir. 


VIII, 
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Ds = elasticity of demand for a sehool dis- 
triot for the period 1953-1962 


Xs = per capita net effective buying income 
for each district for the period 1953- 
1962 


Yg = total local school revenue receipts per 
pupil in ADA for each district for each 
year from 1953-1962 


X, = mean of X5 


‘Y; = mean of Ys 


(The elasticity for each district is then 
computed, substituting the numbers for these 
quate into the general formas 9 and 10 
at 


Graphing of an elasticity measure for each dis- 
trict for each year is accomplished in accordance 
with the following formla, It should be noted 
that this formulae provides a difference elasticity, 
whereas the elasticities to be used in the sta- 
tistical analysis are regression elasticities, 


‘A. Symbols used: 
C = Aifference elasticity 


AR3 = per cent change in total revenue 
3 Feceipts per pupil in ADAy From prior 
year 


x cent change in per capita net 
effective buying income, from prior 
year 


(Formule 11): ) = a83 = AW’ 


Correlations and regressions for studying the 
effect of various socioeconomic factors on 
effort and on elasticity 


In all cases, where using regression equations, 
Zero order r's, partial correlation coefficients, 
multiple His, standard deviations, moans, and 
coefficients of determinations were obtained, 


iy 
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Symbols for independent variables (two sets of 
values—-1950 and 1960) 


= average daily attendance 
= per capita net effective buying income 


= average daily attendance as a per cent of 
total population 


= federal revenue receipts per pupil in 
average daily attendance 


= state revenue receipts per pupil in average 
daily attendance 


= per cent civilian labor force unemployed 


= per cent of families with income of $10,000 
or more 


= per cent of population that is non-white 
= population per square mile 


Xj = per cent rural non-farm 


X11 = per cent rural fara 


X,g = per cent 117 years old in public or 


private schools 


% 3 = persons 25 years old and over—-nedian 


School years completed 


%y = females 14 years and over, per cent in 


labor force 


X15 = employed persons, per cent engaged in manu- 


facturing 


Xy6 = per cent 25 years and over, with four or 


more years college, to total population 


Xy7 = median incoue of families 


X1g = married couples, per cent without own 


household 


X19 = per cent 65 years and over in total popu- 
” betes 


n 


Xgq = per oent in ADA public schools 1-12 to 


total population age 7-17 


x 


bony 


xIt. 


XIII. 


2 


X21 = population size 


Xg2 = per cent population increase over ten-year 
22" period (1980-1950, 1950-1960) 


Summary of symbole for dependent variables: 


Eg = effort for latest yaar of study from For- 
mile 2 


Eg = average effort for each school district 
for 1950, from Formula 5 


= average effort for each school district 
for 1960, from Forma 7 


Dy = elasticity of demand for each district for 
the period 1945-195 


Ds = elasticity of demand for each district for 
the period 1953-1962 


Ry = total local school revenue receipts per 
pupil in ADA for each district for 1960 


Regression equations: 
A. For 1950: 
(Formula 13)+ Bs = eebyxyrbgxotboxy. . 
(Forma 15)+ Dy = aebyxy+dyxptbgx5. » 
Be For 1960+ 
(Pormla 17): Bp = atbyxtbyxgtbgx5. . 
(Formula 18)1 Ep = abbyxytbyxetbotae « + 
(Forma 20): Ry = BHdy HDT ADTs so 
(Formile 21): Ds = atbyx+byxgtb3x30 . 5 
Multiple correlations: 
Galoulate the mitiple R's for Formas 13-21, 
Use the miltiple R which has the largest nunber 
of significant regression coefficients, 
Simple or zero-order rte: 


Galoulate the zero order r's of each variable 
with each other variable for Formulas 13-21, 
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XIV, Coefficients of separate determinations 
Galewlate the coefficient of separate deteraina- 
tion for each significant independent variable 
in Formas 13-21, 

XV. Other calculations: 


Calculate the standard deviation and mean for 
each variable in Formulas 13-21, 


The statistical procedures are explained in greater 
detail in the following chapters, 


CHAPTER 2 
FISCAL PATTERNS OF LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICTS 
AS REFLECTED BY LOGAL PINANCIAL EFFORT 
Revenue receipts of public schools are derived from 
the federal government, state government, local school dis- 
triots, and sometines interediate school districts, Further- 
more, schools sometimes receive gifts and non-revenue receipts 
from such sources as sale of property and payments from insur 
ance companies (21, 24, 43), In this chapter, we are con- 
cemed only with local tax effort to finance education, 
‘Therefore, the fiscal analyses presented in thie chapter are 
‘based upon revenue receipts from local tax sources in rela- 
tion to two measures of local taxpaying ability, ‘Those two 
measures are the market value of taxable property and net 
effective buying income, 
In Kentueky, four souress of local revenue receipts 
are available, These are: (1) property taxes, based upon 
je valuation of real and personal property, (2) fran- 


chise taxes, based upon value of corporations and utilities 
within the district, (3) bank shares taxes, based upon depos- 
its and savings, and (i) poll taxes, based upon male voter 
registration, Not all districts 


all tax sources avail- 


able to them, but the average contribution to total local 
revenue receipts of these four sources is as follows: 
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property taxes-~83 per cent, franchise taxes--15 per cent, 
bank shares taxes--1.5 per cent, and poll tazes-«,5 per cents 
The state reports include a tax from whiskey storage with- 
drawal af a local revenue receipt, This source was not 
Ameluded in the study because only six of the districts 
Selected for study obtained revenue from this source, Fur 
thermore, revenue obtained from this source does not really 
constitute local tax effort, A detailed listing of local 
revenue receipts of each school district for each year of 
the study is found in Tables 32 to 49 of Appendix A, 

Four measurements of effort will be described and 
examined in this chapter, One measurement (f,) is a tine 
series study for cach year of the study (1945-6 school year 
through 1962-63 school year) for each selected school dis= 
trict in Kentucky as previously noted. This effort figure was 
computed by dividing the local revenue receipts (Ry) for each 
Selected school district by the net effective buying income 
(Wy) of that district, The forma is as follows: 


a-i 

B, has been graphically presented in Figures 1 to 29 
of Appendix B for each school district of the study, It has 
also been given a tabular presentation in this chapter in 
Table 2, A detailed presentation of net effective buying 
income has been made in Tables 50 to 67 of Appendix A, 

The other three measures of effort (Zz, Es, and E7) 
are each cross sectional studies in that they depict the 
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effort made by each district for a particular year, Each 
will be disoussed in this chapter regarding the relationship 
with ability to pay. 

Ey was computed by dividing local revenue receipts 
(81) of each selected school district by equalized valuation 
of property (Wp) of the district for the school year 1962-63, 
The forma for this computation is: 


aot 

Equalized valuation of property and other taxable sources 
was provided by the Kentucky Department of Education, Frank- 
fort, Kentucky, as an estimated 100 per cent true value (35). 
‘This material may be found in Table 70 of Appendix A, Table 
6 of this chapter contains the computed Ep, 

Ey represents an effort figure based upon the rela- 
tionship of local revenue receipts to net effective buying 


Anoome for a three-year period with the year 1950 as the mid~ 
dle year, The following formla was used: 


By (1949. ya (1950-52, em (1951-52) 
Es = it iy 


Table 5 contains a presentation of Ey which will be discussed 
later in this chapter, 

E7 was computed in a manner similar to Es, except 
‘that 1960 was used as the middle year of a three-year period, 
The computed effort for each district is presented in Table 5, 
‘The forma that was used 1s as follows: 
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Ry (1959~60)473 (1960-61 )4Ry (1961-62) 
Sak TCDD at TVCO AN VETT 


Tt was considered necessary to compute effort for a three~ 
year period at 1950 and at 1960 in order to overcome any pos- 
sible wide fluctuation in net effective buying income esti- 
mate for one year and get a more accurate estimate of effort 
for the above mentioned years in relation to ability, These 
effort figures at 1950 and 1960 were also desired for later 
use with certain socieeconomic factors which were available 
only during census years, 

Although one additional measure of effort (B3) was 
used in the other replica studies, it was not included here, 
By 18 computed by dividing local revenue receipts less debt 
Services (Rp) by net effective buying income (W,), In Ken- 
tucky, debt 
expenses becau: 


vices are not separable from current operating 
the bond limitations in the state are so 
stringent that most districts pay debt service on bonded 
Andebtedness from current operating expenses, Others pay 
rent for the buildings to a building authority, Consequently, 
‘there were no means of distinguishing just how much, if any, 
of the local revenue receipts was actually collected for the 
Specific purpose of paying debt services, It was noted in 
the Superintendent Reports (25-34) that no item of that 
nature was included as either revenue or non«revenue receipts 


of any district, 

‘The above measures of effort will be used to attempt 
to answer the following questions pertaining to school fiscal 
policy in this chapter: 
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(1) Have the selected school districts in Kentucky 
followed consistent pattems of school fiscal policy as mea~ 
sured by local financial effort from 1945 to 19627 

(2) Do comparison of local financial effort 
for the three-year period (1949-50-51) with the three-year 
period (1959-60-61) reveal any unusual changes in fiscal 
policy? 

(3) Por the latest year of the study (1962), is 
there a significant relationship between financial effort 
as measured by the ratio on income to local revenue receipts 


(81) and local financial effort as measured by the ratio of 
Property valuation to local revenue receipts (Zp)? 


the si 


As previously noted, E, was 
of local financial effort which would reflect school fiscal 
policy over the entire period of the study, 1, was there- 
fore computed for each year of the study for each selected 
Sohool district, The result of this 1s found in Table 2, 
These figures were graphed and are found in Appendix B, in 
Figures 1 to 29, For comparison purpo: 
of the selected districts was computed for each year of the 


» the median effort 


study, This was termed the Group Median Effort and appears 


on each graph as a dotted line, 


of tte: Relat. Median 
Examination of the financial effort tables and graphs 


TABLE 2 
FINANCIAL EFFORT VALUES 


nh 


District 1gh5 19h6 = gh7 = gh gh = 1950 


TABLE 2 Continued 


OO 


District 1951 19521953, 195H# 19551956 
Ashland 14379 
Boone 2615; 
Bowling Green “7 
Campbell #956 
=e. 14636 
Christ: . 
1i88h 
Covington 1,216 
= ER 
e s 
Ploya 1.665 
Greenup 14233 
Hardin +370 
Harlan 2722 
Hoy 1.387 
Jefferson 2,881 
Kenton 2974 
Knox +867 
Letcher 1.275 
Lexington 1.505 
Ipuisville 14380 
MeCracken 1.105 
Muhlenberz 21.590 
Newport 1.367 
Owensboro 2.157 
Paducah 1.2h2 
Perry 26133 
Pike 1.601 
Pulaski 16466 


‘TABLE 2 Continued 


District 1957 1958) 1959 1960 1961962 


Ashland 

Boone 

Bowling Green 
Campbell 


a 


Fevealed certain information regarding school fiscal policy 
for the studied tine period, First, approximately 50 per 
cent of the selected school districts retained their rela- 
tive position in relation to the group median through time, 
Fifteen school districts were consistently above, near, or 
elow the group median and the remaining fourteen changed 
positions as will be desoribed later, Second, the effort 
trend line showed consistent increasing, constent, or decreas- 
ing effort through time for nineteen of the twenty-nine dis= 
triets, As will be pointed out later, those districts which 
Showed changes in the effort trend had similar pattems of 
change, 

It 1e evident from observation of the group median 
effort, that the general tendency was one of increasing 
effort through tine, With very few fluctuations, the median 
effort figures increased from 1,02 in 1985 to 1.43 in 1962, 
‘Translated into income, this meant that the median income 
evel of looal revenue receipts was $1,02 per 2100 of effeo- 
tive buying income in 1945, In 1962, it had advanced to 
$1443, 

As indicated above, the group analysis revealed that 
spproximately half of the selected school districts retainea 
their relative level of financial effort over time. of the 
remainder, eight districts indicated changes which lowered 
their relative position in relation to the median, five dis- 
tricts improved their position, and one district had no dis- 
cernible trend, Three districts, Carter, Floyd, and Pike, 
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changed from above the median to near median effort and in 
@ach case, 1952 was the year of change, Christien and Clay 
districts indicated an , line which began well above the 

median effort lin 
the median in Clay County where it remained throughout the 


In 1952, the effort line dropped below 


remainder of the period to 1962, Christian County displayed 
@ Sinilar pattern, except that the year of change was 1953, 
Hardin, Letcher, an@ Pulaski showed changing trend levels 
which placed each below the median after a period of time 
@round.the median, Hardin changed quite early in the study, 
In 1951, @ sudden decrease in effort placed it well below 
‘the median and its Ey) line contimed to decline throughout 
the remainder of the period until 1962, The E, line of the 
remaining two declining counties followed the median until 
1958 when a decline was observed, 

Of the five districts which indicated an upward 
level change, all but one changed position in 1952. Lexing= 
ton changed from below to above median effort, Owensboro and 
Padueah from below median to median, and Yuhlenberg frou a 
median effort district to above median effort, Ashland 
appeared to be a median effort district until 1958 when it 
increased effort and its £, line rose above the median, 

It was impossible to discern any particular level 
pattern in NeCracken County as its Ey line fluctuated well 
above and well below the median effort line, 


of ot 
Inspection of Figures 1 to 29 revealed that nineteen 
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of the twenty-nine districts were consistent in the general 
trend of effort through time, Thirteen districts indicated 
an increasing effort pattern, five showed a decreasing effort 
pattern, and one was classified as having a constant effort 
pattern, 

Five of the districts which showéd a change in the 
trend pattern were classed as decreasing-increasing effort 
districts, These were Clay, Floyd, Greenup, Harlan, and 
Pike Countie: 


It 18 interesting to note that in each 
instance, the E) line indicated a decreasing trend until 

1952 when each district began an increasing trend which con- 
tinued through 1962, Kenton and Perry counties indicated 
the reverse of this by an inoreasing-decreasing trend, Ken- 
ton County had an By line that increased until 1957 and Perry 
County showed a change beginning one year earlier in 1956, 

A more complicated pattern was observed for Letcher 

end MeGracken counties, These distric 


showed a decreasing- 
inereasing-decreasing trend, Each had a decreasing trend 
until 1952 when en inoreasing pattern began, In Letcher 
County, another decline in effort began in 1957, while 
Mecracken County indicated an increasing pattern until 1959. 

Bowling Green had a pattern which showed an Ey ' 
Anorease until 1952, a declining trend until 1956, and con= 
tinued the remainder of the time period with an increasing 
pattern until 1962, 


It was previously noted that the median effort line 
indicated a trend of increasing effort through time and that 
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fifteen of the selected school districts retained their rela- 
tive position in relation to the median, It will be observed, 
however, that only eight of these fifteen were consistent in 
that they showed both increased effort and consistent rela~ 
tive position through time, These were: Campbell, Coving- 
ton, Daviess, Fayette, Hopkins, Jefferson, Louisville, and 
Newport, All remaining districts indicated either a change 
in level, @ change in trend, a change in both level and 
trend, or were classified as a decreasing effort district. 

It was therefore concluded that while the group median effort 
indicated a gradual increase in effort, the selected school 
districts indicated considerable diversity in effort pat- 
tems, 


Hiscal patter Consistency in Four States 

Tables 3 and 4 present a composite view of fiscal 
pattern consistency in the four states included in the pro- 
ject in terns of level in relation to the median and in 
terms of direction of trend, It will be noted that Kentucky 
had the fewest number of districts with either consistent 


level or trend patterns, 


As previously stated in this chapter, Es and E7 were 
each computed in a manner similar to E, excepting the years 
centering around 1950 and 1960 were used rather than a time 
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‘TABLE 3 


LEVEL OF SCHOOL DISTRICT LOCAL FINANCIAL EFFORT (E) 
COMPARED T0 THE GROUP MEDIAN EFFORT IN FOUR 
STATES (19!45-1963) 


Number of Districts 
with Consistent Levels 
Total | Above Near Below} 
Studied | Median Median Median 
32 2 n 26 


33 22 


Number of Dis- 
‘triets Which 
Had changed 
Levels of Ey 
Relative to 

Median 
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TABLE 4 


FISCAL POLICY PATTERNS OF EACH SCHOOL 
DISTRICT IN FOUR STATES AS REFLECTED 
BY LOCAL FINANCIAL EFFORT (B,) TRENDS 


Number of 
Districts 
with Fluc- 


tuating 


State Patterns 


Florida 
Georgia 
Kentucky 
T1linois 


12 


aL Ss 


Totals 


7 


Series of the entire study, Because these then became two 


points in time, it 1s impossible to speak of any growth pat~ 


tern, Instead, thie discussion will be limited to a com 
parison of Es with Ey. 

Aw might be expected from the previous discussion, 
there was en inerease in median effort between Es and Ey. 
he median E, was 1.250 and the median Zy was 1.130. tow 
ever, a rank order correlation of E, with Ey was computed 
as .389 which would indicate that there was considerable 
change in the rank order positions of the various districts, 
Inspection of Table 5 revealed that such was actually the 
situation, It was noted that twelve districts indicated a 
@eorease in rank and each showed a decrease in effort, Pif- 
teen districts improved their rank order positions, fourteen 
of which showed an increase in effort and one a decrease, 
Only two districts did not change their renk order positions, 
One was a high ranked district which increased its effort 
from 1950 to 1960 and the other was a low ranked district 
which indicated « decrease in effort, 

Tt was therefore concluded that a comparison of By 
with E, did reveal changes in local school fiscal policy. 


It was previously noted in this chapter that E, is the 
quotient obtained by dividing local revenue receipts by equal- 


TABLE 5 
AVERAGE EFFORT FOR 1950 AND 1960 


District Bs (1950) By (1960) 


» 


ized valuation, That equalized valuation is a better mea- 
sure than assessed valuation can be seen from an inspection 
of certain Kentucky laws and practices, The Kentucky legis- 
lature has placed certain restrictions on the local taxes 
that can be levied for schools, The tax limits for schools 
in Kentucky are as follows: 


(1) The tax rate on erty may not exceed 
one dollar ana fifty cents upon each fun= 
dred dollars of property subject to local 
taxation cept @ vote of a majority 
of the people or when the rate of one 
dollar and fifty cents is not sufficient 
to meet the required local tax effort for 
foundation program purposes, 


(2) A tax on bank shares may not exceed forty 
cents on one hundred dollars of the fair 
cash value 


(3) A poll tax not exceeding two dollars on 
each male inhabitant in the district over 
twenty-one years of age who is not exempt 
by law may be requested by the board of 
education, . 


+ slocal assessments are detorained by 
local elected officials o: 


Tt should also be noted that in 1962, none of the 
Selected school districts of Kentucky 
greater than 40,6 (36) and that the median assessment was 
3146+ Computing Ey on the basis of assessed valuation would 
not, therefore, give a true pioture of ability. ‘The Depart- 
ment of Education provided the figures for an estimated 100 
per cent equalized valuation and tht 
the measure of ability, 


Wd at a rate 


figures were used as 


4o 


It was noted by observing Table 6 that the uedian 
Eg was .551 with a range of .384 to .826, When this was 
compared with B for 1962, a rank omer correlation of .693 
was obtained, This correlation was significant at the .01 
level. 

A closer examination of the rank order for & and 
Bg for 1962 for the districts revealed some interesting 
facts, The 2, ranking for 1962 was higher than the Ep rank- 
ing for thirteen of the districts, lower for thirteen others, 
end identical for three, In most instances, the rank aif- 
ferences were fairly small, but five districts indicated a 
aitference of ten or more ranks, Boone, Daviess, and Mmh- 
lenberg indicated a rather low financial effort based on 
property value (Bp), but a relatively high financial effort 
measured by income (Bj), Boone showed an Ep ranking of four- 
teen with an £) ranking of four, Daviess had a low E rank 
of twenty-one while it ranked high in &, as three, iuhlen- 
erg ranked twenty-two for Ep and had an Ey ranking of ele- 
ven, 

Two districts showed a much higher B, than Ey, 
Campbell ranked ten in Ep but twenty in %, Covington was 
high with a renk of four in Bj, but was a median effort dis- 
trict with a rank of fifteen in B) for 1962, 

A rank order correlation between per capita net 
effective buying income (as a measure of financial ability) 


and per capita 100 per cent equalized valuation of property 
was computed as .637, \ 


aa 


‘TABLE 6 


Eg, EDUCATIONAL EFFORT FOR 
1962 BASED ON TRUE VALUE OF PROPERTY 


Saaannnnnammmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmemmmmmesmseeeemmee 


Woy True Value 2y, Total Local 
of Property School Revenue 


(in thousands) Receipts Ep 
District column 1(*) —gorunn 2) go, 14001. 2 
etn peer rteinteneee 
Ashland 165,00: 
Boone #3053999 
Bowling Gre: *. 
Ganpbel 1034762 
Carter 525721 
Caristisn Sys gL 
ai ne 
Daviess 1583293 
ratte 33349) 
weep % 9308 
in 353858 
Harlan E779 
Hopkins 145,098 
Jefferson 147895190 
SS et 
Loteher tere 
Eouteviiie 147871826 
Nocracken 821365 sh 7 
Muhlenberg | 
Newport 113, 0, 
Owensboro X Hits 1,ho8! 3 
Padueah 1h6,981 130215724 
Perry 40,120 1254370 


fieouacee (353 
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Samery 

In this chapter, an attempt was made to answer three 

questions as follows: 

(1) Have the selected school districts in Kentucky 
followed consistent patterns of school fiscal 
policy as measured by local financial effort 
from 1945 to 19627 

It was noted, by comparing the level of effort of 

each district with the group median effort, that fifteen 
districts of the selected twenty-nine remained consistently 
above, near, or below the group median, 


It was also noted that nineteen of the 


lected dis- 
trlets showed a consistent direction of effort trend throngh- 
out most of the study, Of these, thirteen showed a consis- 
‘tent ‘inereasing effort pattem, five indicated a decreasing 
effort pattern, and one was classified as having a constant 
effort pattem, 

(2) Does a comparison of local finknotal effort 

for the three-year period (1949-50-51) with 
the three-year period (1959-60-61) reveal any 
wmsual changes in fiscal policy? 

For the period from 1950 to 1960, the median effort 
Aimoreased from 1,250 to 1.430, This indicated a general 
Anevease in effort, but a low rank order correlation of .389 
between Es and Ey indieated that there were many changes in 
rank order position, It was noted that twelve districts 
ecreased in rank and decreased in effort between 1950 and 
1960, Fifteen others increased in rank and two did not 


change, 
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(3) For the latest year of the study (1962), is 
there a significant relationship between local 
financial effort as measured by the ratio of 
income to local revenue receipts (£) and 
local financial effort as meabutes bythe ratio 

of property valuation to local revenue receipts 
? 


(By 
In Kentucky, the correlation between 2, and 2» for 
1962 was .693 and the correlation between per capita net 
effective buying income and per capita equalized valuation 
was .637, It was noted that only five districts changed 
rank of tenor more places between E, and Ep. 


CHAPTER 3 
FISCAL POLICY OF LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICTS AS SEFLECTED 
‘SY ELASTICITY OF LOCAL DEMAND FoR EDUCATION 
Chapter 2 ws a presentation of local school effort 
4m relation to ability to pay for educational services, 
This chapter a 
for education, This concept has been borrowed from econo= 


8 with the concept of elasticity of demand 


mics (3, 7, 8, 14, 76). In this chapter we are concerned 
with the rate of increase in local per pupil revenue that 
accompant. 
is assumed that a school district with a high elasticity of 


It 


1 per cent increase in per capita incom 


demand for education is placing a greater relative value on 
education with the passage of time, On the other hand, if 
@ district has a low elasticity of demand, it is assumed 
that the people of a district are placing a lower value on 
education with the passage of time, There is some relation- 
ship between measures of elasticity and measures of finan- 
Glal effort because « district with a high elasticity of 
demand is in the process of increasing its effort, Simi- 
larly, a district with a low elasticity of demand 1s in the 
process of decreasing its efforts (23, 47, 51). 


of Elast: 
‘The attempt was made in this study to evaluate yearly 
fluctuations in school fisoal policy as measured by elasti- 


daly 
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ity of demand for education, ‘Two measures of yearly elas- 
tioity were used: ratio elasticity and difference elasticity, 
These measures are discussed in the following paragraphs, 


Ratio Elasticity 


In the belief that a year-by-year trend analysis 
could be eraphed, the following forma, suggested by Blank 
(2), The National Bureau of Economic Research (l5), and 
othere (6, 11, 49, 72), was adapted, This formle suggested 
that the value of elasticity might be obtained by comparing 
the per cent change of the two vatiables as follows: 

Ht 

In this forma, AX equals the change in total local 
school revenue receipts per pupil in average daily attendance 
from ane year to the next. ‘The value of total local school 
revenue receipts per pupil in average datly attendance for 
the prior year is designated as X, AY is the code for the 
change in per capita income from one year to the next, and 
X equals the value of per capita net effective buying income 
for the prior year, 

"ais concept was not satisfactory for a year-by-year 
presentation, It was soon discovered that decreases were 
present in the per capita net effective buying income por= 
tion of the forma, ‘This resulted in a esefficient which 


was uninterpretable due to the negative value in the denomi- 


nator. 


Difference Elasticity 


The above mentioned difficulties led Hopper (17) to 
develop the concept of differenc elasticity, The formla 
for this can be found in Chapter 1, 

It was soon discovered that negative variations 
eould be handled logically and that the resulting coeffi- 
elents could be graphed on a year-by-year basis. However, 
the desired adaptability to trend analysis was missing and 
consequently this concept was u: 8 for thie study, 

Samples of difference elasticity graphs can be found 
in Pigures 30 to 35 in Appendix B, Figures 30, 31, and 32 
are elasticity graphs of three high effort (#,) districts 
and Figures 33, 34, and 35 are for three low effort (E,) dis= 
tricts, Observation of these Graphs revealed that any trends 
and pattems were obscured by frequent and large fluctuations, 


Consequently, this concept was discarded as a means for a 
year-by-year presentation, 


Regression Elasticity 


‘The realization that elasticity of demand for educa- 
tion could not be handled as a year-by-year trend analysis 
led to the assumption that periods of time could be compared, 
Tt was then decided to compare the elasticity of demand for 
education in each Kentucky district for the first ten years 
of the study with the elasticity of demand for the last ten 
years, Brazer (4), Hirsch (16), and others (9, 10, 38, i) 
have suggested that the elasticity of demand oan be obtained 
by multiplying the regression coefficient of the independent 
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variable by the ratio of the mean of the independent variable 
to the mean of the dependent variable, ‘This was noted in 
Chapter 1 as follows: 

(Forma 9)1 D= by, 4+ 
The regression coefficient (byz) was obtained by using the 
following formula, also previously noted in Chapter 1: 


xy = 
(Formla 10): by, = 
z 


In these formes, X represents per capita net effec~ 
tive buying income (Tables 50 to 67) and Y represents local 
School revenue receipts per pupil in average daily attendance 
(mables 71 to 85). 

The regression coefficients were obtained for each 
School district by utilizing Formula 10 for the following 
Periods of time: 1945-5! 1953-62, and 1945-62, Formula 9 
was then used to compute the coefficients of elasticity for 
each district, These were coded D3 for the period 1945=54, 
Ds for 1953-62, and Dy for the total period of the study 
(1945~62). 

‘The elasticity of demand for the first ten-year 
period (D3) was compared with the elasticity for the last 
ten-year period (Ds), ‘These comparisons were used to analyze 
trends and levels of school fiscal policy, as reflected in 
changes in elasticity of demand for education, 

A tabluation of the elasticity coefficients for the 
three time periods 1s found in Table 7, 


‘TABLE 7 
ELASTICITY COEFFICIENTS 


Ed 
195-54 1953-62 194 5~62 
D3 is by 


Districts 


Analysis of D3 and Ds 

In order to make comparisons between D3 and Ds, a 
rank order correlation was computed, range of elasticity 
coefficients was observed, and median elasticity was con- 
puted, The rank order correlation between Dg and Ds was 
2216 and was sufficiently low as to suggest that there was 
very little relationship between the elasticity coefficients 
of the two periods, 

Several observations were made, using the median 
elasticities as reference points: 

(1) me D3 median was .703% with a range of =.033 
to 3.103 and the Ds median was .4856 with a range of -.5194 
to 1.3665, Two districts indicated a minus D3, but four dis- 
tricts hada minus Ds, All this indicated a general downward. 
trend for the state, 

(2) Bight districts were ranked above the median ** 
Dg and also above the median Ds, However, four of these dis- 
triote indioated decreasing elasticity coefficients from Dy 
‘to Ds, These were: Covington, Paducah, Muhlenberg, and Bowl- 
ing Green, Four other districts remained above the median 
find showed an inereasing trend, These were: Ashland, Ccamp- 
bell, Daviess, and Hopkins districts, 

(3) Nine districts were below the median for the 4 
entire period of the study, ‘Two of thi Lexington and 
Floyd, indicated an increasing elasticity trend while the 
Temainder showed a declining elasticity. These were: Boone, 
Christian, Clay, Hardin, Harlan, Jefferson, and MeCtacken 
districts, 
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(4) Five districts had elasticity coefficients 
below the median D3 but had elasticity coefficients above 
the median in the second period, ‘They were: Carter, Greenup, 
Kenton, Newport, and Pike districts, 

(5) The following five districts showed a movement 
of declining elasticity from above the median during the 
first period to below the median during the second period: 


Fayette, Knox, Letcher, Perry, and Pulaski counti 

(6) One district, Owensboro, whose elasticity coef- 
ficient in 1950 was equal to the median of the districts, 
had increased in rank by 1960 to show the highest Ds of all 
twenty-nine districts, Louisville, on the other hand, had 
the highest elasticity of demand for edication in 1950, but 
indicated an elasticity coefficient in 1960 equal to the 
median Ds, 

‘The low correlation coefficient and the variety of 
movements around the median indicated that there were many 
fiscal policy changes in Kentucky, It should also be noted 
that seventeen districts of the twenty-nine indicated a 
declining elasticity, with twelve showing an inoreass in the 
elasticity coefficient, 


Median Ds ‘ficients of Four stat 
Table 8 ie included to show a comparison of the 


median coefficients of elasticity for the last ten years of 
the study for each of the four states, It can be noted that 
Kentucky was the only state with a median coefficient below 


5. 


‘TABLE 8 
MEDIAN OF COEFFICIENTS OF ELASTICITY FOR 1953-63 


Plorids 14238h 
Georgia 1,6609 
Kentucky h856 
Tilinois 11,0252 

A Composite Measure of Fiscal Policy 


A composite measure of fiscal policy was developed 
which utilized the rankings of the districts for the three 
measures of fiscal poltoy (Ey and Bp for 1962 and Ds for 
1953-62). This composite scale (Table 9) presente the indi- 
vidual scores for E,, Eg, and Ds and the total score for 
these three measures, The less the total score, the higher 
the rank in effort and the larger the score, the lower the 
rank in effort, There was considerable range in effort 


ranks, For example, the total score for Owensboro was 8, 
Greenup was 18, and Jefferson, 22, Whereas the total score 
for Christian was 82, Hardin had 83 and Knox had 83, 

Rank order correlations were computed between each 
individual measure of local fiscal policy in order to help 
establish the validity of the total rank score concept. ‘The 
correlation between Ey (financial effort based on net effec- 
tive buying income) and Bp (financial effort based on true 
value of property) was .693. ‘he rank order correlation 
between Ds and E,was .512 and was .396 between Ds and Ep, 
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‘TABLE 9 
RANKINGS OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS ON BASIS 


OF THRES MEASURES OF EFFORT 
FROM HIGHEST TO LOWEST 


19621962 1953-62 = Rank lation 
E, Ds 


Districts Ry 2 Score Rank 
Owensboro 2 1 8 10 
Greenup 8 4 18 22 
Jefferson 1 20 22 2 
Ashland 2, 


Sungery 
the writer examined fiscal policy 
as measured by elasticity of demand for the periods 1945-5! 
and 1953-62 and made the following observations: 
(1) There was a general trend in Kentucky of a 


In this chapte: 


decline in elasticity of demand, ‘The median coefficient 
declined from .7034 for the period 1945-54 to .4856 for the 
period 1953-62, 

(2) Twelve of the twenty-nine selected districts 
showed increased coefficients of elasticity over the period 
and seventeen showed decreases, 

(3) Four districts had negative coefficients of 
elasticity in 1953-62 as opposed to two negative elasticities 
during the first period. 

(4) ‘The rank order correlation between Dy and Ds 
was .216, 

(5) In Chapter 2, it was reported that financial 
effort in relation to ability gradually increased in Kentucky 
between 1953 end 1962, It would seem impossible for Kentucky 
districts to have a coefficient of elasticity of demand of 
less than one and still have an inorease in effort over the 
same period of time, However, this is mathematically possible 
Af the rate of increase in average daily attendance is greater 
than the rate of increase of the total population, ‘This 
actually happened in Kentucky between 1950 and 1960. It was 


computed that the rate of increase in total population of the 
Selected school districts was 1.1 per cent per year, The 


Sh 


vate of increase of school age children (7 to 17) of the 
selected districts, however, was computed as 2,2 per cent 
per year, 

It was therefore concluded that most districts of 
Kentucky did not follow consistent patterns of effort as mea- 
sured by elasticity of demand for education, 


CHAPTER 4 
RELATIONSHIP OF SELECTED SOCIORCONOMIC FACTORS ON 
LOCAL PINANCIAL EFFORT FOR TWO DECENNIAL YEARS 
‘The date presented in Chapters 2 and 3 revealed that 

there were wide variations in fiscal policy within the twenty~ 
mine selected Kentucky school districts, In Chapter 1, it 
yas generally hypothesized that variations in local effort 
for school finance could be explained in terns of selected 
Secioeconomio factors, This chapter will be concerned with 
the influence of thi 


socioeconomic factors en variations 
in local effort, The statistical method selected to test the 
hypothesis was the multiple regression,and the dependent vari- 
ables in this chapter were Es, By, and Bp. 

study of the relationship of socioeconomic factors 
to local effort was limited to erose sectional studies of 
1950, 1960, and 1962, Data for establishing relationships 
for the entire time series were not available in all instances 
exeept for census yeare, Consequently, the relationships 
were ascertained on a district-to-district basis rather than 
@ year-by-year study. An attempt was made to compare the 
relationships between 1950 and 1960. 

‘The following topics are treated in this chapter: 

(1) Selection of socioeconomic factors 
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(2) Selection of local financial effort measures 


(3) The procedure of the step-wise miltiple regres- 
sion program 


(4) The procedures used for the 
ficant regression coefficient 


lection of signi- 


(5) The results of the mitiple regression 


Selection of Sectosconomto Factors 

Although a considerable number of socioeconomic fac~ 
tors were available, it was discovered that only 45 were 
available for each of the census years 1950 and 1960, Since 
the number of variables should not exceed the number of 
degrees of freedom and only twenty-nine districts constituted 
‘the number of cases in this study, a panel of faculty members 
and doctoral students evaluated the proposed list, This 
panel used as criteria for selection the apparent relevance 
of the factors to school fiscal policy variations and the 
use of those factors in similar studies, ‘The recommendation 
of the panel was to use twenty-two socioeconomic variables 
as worthy of statistical analysis, The twenty-two variables 
selected were as follows: 

% = average daily attendance 

Xg = per capita net effective buying income 


Xj = average daily attendance as a per cent of 
total population 


Xy = federal revenue receipts per pupil in average 
daily attendance 


Xs = state revenue receipts per pupil in average 
daily attendance 


X@ = per cent civilian labor force unemployed 


% = 
Xg = 
% = 


5? 
per cent of families with income of $10,000 
or more 
per cent of population that 1s non-white 
population per square mile 
per cent rural non-farn 
per cent rural farm 


per cent 1-17 years old in public or private 
echools 


persons 25 yeare old ond over, median school 
years completed 


females 14 years old and over, per cent in 
labor force 


employed persone, per cent engaged in manu~ 
facturing 


per cent 25 years old and over, with four or 
more years college, to total population 


median income of families 
married couples, per cent without own household 
per cent 65 years and over in total population 


per cent in average daily attendance in public 
School grades 1-12 to total population age 7-17 


population size 
per cent population increase over ten-year 
period (1940-1950, 1950-1960) (74, 75) 


f £0: 


Chapter 2 contained descriptions of the measures of 
local financial effort used as the dependent variables in 
the effort regression equations, These were Es, E7, and Ep. 


‘The formas were also provided in Chapter 1, but a brief 


description of each measure follows, 
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Ey was designated as the effort measure for 1950, 
The total local revenue receipts and net effective buying 
Ancor 


for the years 1949-50-51 were used to compute Es for 
each district, 

Ey was computed in a manner similar to Es, excepting 
the data of years 1959-60-61 were used to compute effort, 

Ep was computed by using total local school revenue 
receipts and estimated 100 per cent true value of property 
for 1962, 

An appropriate multiple regression equation was 
of 


developed for each dependent variable, using the valu 
each of the twenty-nine districts, As stated above, the 
step-wise multiple regression method is discussed in the fol- 
lowing section, 


Stepoliice multiple Regression Program 
‘The 709 computer was used to compute the desired 
multiple regression equations, It was programmed to provide 
information in a 


ries of steps, hence the name, step-wise 
multiple regression program, The first step provided the 
Andependent variable which had the highest simple correla~ 
tion with the dependent variable and also included the fol- 
lowing additional information: 


(1) The standard error of the predicted dependent 
variable 


(2) Te multiple regression coefficient 
(3) The regression equation constant 


(4) The coded number of the independent variable 
entering Step 1, 
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(5) The regression coefficient of the independent 
variable 


(6) The standard error of the regression coefficient 
of the independent variable, 


It 18 understood, of course, that the computer actu- 
ally made three computations before the first step of the 
regression equation, These computations provided the mean 
» the standard deviation of each vari- 
able, and simple correlation of each variable with each other 
variable, The implications of these data will be discussed 
in the next section, 


of each of the variabl 


In Step 2 of the step-wise multiple regression pro- 
gram, the computer was programmed to compute partial correla- 
tions with each of the remaining variables and to 
variable with the next highest partial correlation, To do 
this, the computer tested each variable to determine which 


eot the 


one, combined with the previously selected variable, would 
most reduce the standard error predicting the dependent vari- 
able, The 


eoted independent variable was then entered 
into a mltiple regression with the previously selected vari- 
able, At the conclusion of this step, all the information 
provided in Step 1 was provided in Step 2 in addition to the 
Second coded number, the second regression coefficient, and 
the second standard error of the regression coefficient. 
Step 3 repeated the procedure followed in Step 2 and 
the program continued until all variables were examined, It 
should be noted here that a regression was provided at the 
conclusion of Step 1 end multiple regression equations were 
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provided for each of the steps following Step 1, The per= 
tinence of this will become apparent as this study is devel- 
oped. 


In the previous section, it was noted that the com 
puter made three computations before entering the first actual 
Step of the program, These computations, the means of the 
variables, the standard deviations, and the simple correle- 
tions, thereby reduced the degrees of freedom by three and 
left twenty-six of the original twenty-nine, It had been 
decided that any regression coefficient that did not meet a 
t-test of .05, would be considered insignificant and would not 
be included in the study, Inspection of the t-table revealed 


that for twenty-six degrees of freedom, a value of 2.06 was 


presented for a ,05 level of significance for the first step. 
‘This meant that if the regression coefficient of the indepen- 
dent variable was 2,06 times its standard error, it was 
Ancluded as being significant at the .05 level, Step 2 was 
then considered in a similar manner plus noting if the stan- 
dari error of the predicted variable was reduced from what it 
had been in Step 1, If all the examinations produced posi- 
tive results, then the writer proceeded with Step 3 and so 

on through the various steps of the program, At the point 
where any regression coefficient was found to be insignifi-~ 
cant or the standard error of the predicted variable was not 
decreased, all inspections ceased, This means that the 
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desired regression equation was obtained in the last step 
im which all of the teste were significant, 


Results of Step-Wise multiple Regression 
‘The multiple regression equations for E55 Ep, and Ep 
are presented in the following paragraphs, 


Bs as a Dependent Variable 

Inspection of the step-wise multiple regression pro- 
gram using effort of each school district for the three-year 
period 1949-51 as the dependent variable revealed that only 
three of the twenty-two independent variables were signifi- 
cant predictors at the .05 level, ‘The resulting multiple 
Tegression equation was: 

Bs = 1416017 = 01968X5 + 402898X,1 + 40003KX 7 

Table 10 presents the intercorrelations of Bx, X5y 
Xis and Xy7- The analysis of the Bs multiple regression is 
found in Table 11, ‘The formas of the different coeffi- 
olents used in Table 11 are show in Table 12, 


‘TABLE 10 


SIMPLE CORRELATION CORFFICIENTS AMONG Es 
AND SIGNIPICANT INDEPENDENT VARTABLES' 


Variables Xs Xu %y 
Bs «12 +60 <9 
xs +66 7039 
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Inspection of Table 10 revealed that X,7 (median 
income of families) was negatively correlated with all other 
factors, ‘This seemed to indicate that where the median 
income of families increased, effort, rural population, and 
amount of revenue receipts from the state decreased, Also 
noteworthy was the high positive correlation between X,, (per 
cent rural fara) and Xs (state revenue receipts per pupil in 
average daily attendance) and Es. 


‘These three variables together accounted for 60 per 


cont of the viriance of local school effort for 1950, It 
ean be seen in Table 10 that the coefficient of sepamte 
Aetermination of Xj] if five times es important as the coef= 
fiotents of Xs and X;7 combined in explaining the variance 
in Es. 

Table 13 contains the simple correlation coefficients 
between Es and all twenty-two variables, ‘Table 68 in Appen- 
@ix A presents the correlational matrix of all the independent 
variables for 1950, 


Eg_a8 a Depandent Variable in Four states 


Table 14 illustrates the significant independent 
variables with Es as the dependent variable in each of the 
four states in the project, It will be noted that only one 
variable (X,)) in Kentucky coincided with another state 
(Florida), This was not Judged to be enough of a coinci~ 
dence to warrent further investigation, 


Bz 2 Dependent Variab: 
only one variable, X,2 (per cent ll=17 years ola in 
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TABLE 12 
Bg REGRESSION ANALYSIS 


Variables 


Es X5 Ya % 


Regression Coeffi- 
cient ~ 0.01968 0.02898 0.00034 


Standard Error of 
Regression Coeffi- 


cient +2901 00623 00486 200013 
Standard Deviation 4477 11.5407 18.7018 595.9197 

Beta Coefficient = 053104 126721 47373 
Goerfioient with 5 0117081 596647 = 4193535 
Bate Devernianoien - 06217 «75608 = = 09169 


Multiple Correlation 
Goefficient (R) 77669 


Multiple Correlation 
Cogfficient squared 
(?) 60325 
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‘TABLE 12 


courFrorenr ForwuLas(*) 


Beta Coefficient 


= Regression coefficient mltiplied 
by the ratio of the standard 
deviation of the independent 
variable to the standard deviation 
of the dependent variable 


Coefficient of Separate = Beta coefficient multiplied by the 


Determination 


Blasticity Coefficient 


simple correlation between the 
indepéndent and dependent variable 


= Regression coefficient mltiplied 
by the mean of the independent 
variable, divided by the mean of 
the dependent variable 


(@)sources (12) 
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‘TABLE 13 


STMELE CORRELATION OORPPICIENTS BETWEEN 
Eg AND ALL INDEPENDENT VARIABLES 


eee ed 


n +083 ye =+190 
X2 0473 %3 +370 
x3 0489 Xy ~eh05 
xy 2067 Xs 70233 
Xs “7 X16 74238 
x6 74239 4 nelgh 
& 4208 Xg -+055 
Xg 0217 XQ wes 
X +800 Tap +339 
Xo +397 Xe 0049 


% +597 Xe2 =4086 
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‘TABLE 14 


FOUR-STATE COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT 1950 

SOCIOBCONOMIC VARIABLBS AS THEY PREDICT E5 

(Average Local Financial Effort for 1950, 
based on Net Effective Buying Income) 


Coefficients of si te 
Determination! 
Variable Fla. Ga, Kye Tl. 


(per capita net effec= 
tive buying income) 016 (1) o2L(N) 


Xg (average daily attend- 
ee as a per cent of 
total tion) 57(P) 


Xs (state revenue receipts 
pér pupil in ADA) =.06(P) 


%, (per cent of families 

th income of $10,000 or 

more) «25(P) 

X11 (per cent rural farm) 19") +76(P) 
Xq7, (median income of 

families) 7909(N) 


X20 (per cent in ADA pub- 
fe schools to total 
School age population) sil?) 


‘Tota(>) 61 216 62 +78 


(a)the P or N following each coefficient of separate deter- 
mination dndicates a positive or negative zero-order eele- 
tionship, respectively, with Ec. 


(ene total coefficient of Deteraination = a2, 


6&7 


public or private schools), was found to be significant upon 
Ainspection.of the regression analysis using Ey as the depen- 
dent variable, The result was the following regression equa~ 
tions 

E7 = 404863 Xy2 ~ 2.47694 
‘The per cent of explained variance was obtained by squaring 
the simple correlation (.611) between the one independent 
variable (Xj) and the dependent variable, It was found 
that ¥y2 explained about thirty-seven per cent of the fluc~ 
tuation in average effort for 1960, 

The simple correlation coefficients between Ey and 
all the independent variables are show in Table 15, 


27 a8 a Dependent Variable in Four States 


Table 16 is included to show the results of the Ey 
Tegression equations in all four states included in the pro- 
ject. It showla be noted that only one state (Illinois) 
showed more than one significant independent factor in this 
analysis. Furthermore, only one factor (Xs) was significant 
in more than one state (Georgia and Illinois), 


Bg as a Dependent Variab! 
‘The analysis of the multiple regression progran 

the dependent variable revealed that only two of 

the twenty-two independent variables were significant pre- 

dictors of Ez variation, The resulting mltiple regression 

wast 


using Ep 


Eg = «37498 + 01885 X7 + .00002 Xo 
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‘TABLE 15 


soos CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS BETWEEN 
B7 AND ALL INDEPENDENT VARIABLES 


XL +392 Xe 611 
Xe +260 X53 oh 36 
x3 +087 xy hoz 
xy 017 X15 hag 
Xs ~+430 6 407 
Xe 0261 Xz 0527 
X +581 X18 =+278 
Xe +082 X19 +275 
Xy o15h X20 120 
Xo 413 Xo. +299 


Xu 0192 Xgo «260 
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‘TABLE 16 


FOUR-STATE. COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT 1960 

SOCIORCONOMIG VARIABLES AS THEY PREDICT Ey 

(Average Local Financial Effort for 1960, 
based on Net Effective Buying Income) 


Goefficients of Separate 
Determination(a, 
Variable Fla, Gas wy mi 


Xq (average daily attend- 
aoe ass per cent of 


total population) +78(P) 
Xs (state revenue receipts 
pér pupil in ADA) +36(N) =+10(P) 


2 (per cent 1417 years 
old in pauiie or private 


Schools, +37(P) 

Hq (per cent 65 years 

off ana over in total 

population) 222(P) — ses 
‘Totar(>) $32 +36 37 68 


(a)mne P or N following each coefficient of separate deter- 
mination indicates a positive or negative zero-order rela~ 
tionship, respectively, with Ey. 


(P)mne total coefficient of Separate Determination = 22, 


‘TABLE 17 
Eg REGRESSION ANALYSIS 


Sed 


Variables 

Ee % X9 
Regression Coefficient 01885 00002 
Standard Error of 
Regression Coefficient +0673 = .00377 00001 
Standard Deviation 1138 348164 = 179047930 
Beta Coefficient 63233 30427 
Simple Correlation 
Coefficient With Ep 783766 +619104 
Coefficient of Sepa- 
rate Deternination #49560 «18838 


Multiple Correlation 
Coefficient (z) #82813 


Multiple Correlation 
Coefficient Squared (R?) —.68579 
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The various coefficients and other statistical mea- 
sures pertinent to the analysis of the multiple regression 
equation are found in Table 17, It will be noted that Xp 
(per cent of families with income of $10,000 or more) 
accounted for nearly 50 per cent of the variance in local 
School effort based on property valuation, ‘The other vari- 
able, Xq (population per square mile), accounted for 19 per 


cent of the variation, ‘This obviously meant that these two 


variables accounted for 69 per cent of the variation in Ez. 
‘This is easy to understand if one states that as population 
increases and income goes higher, effort fluctuates upward, 

Table 18 presents the intercorrelations of Ep, Xp, 
and Xp, Table 19 shows the correlation of Ep with all the 
Andependent variabl 


TABLE 18 


SIMPLE CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS AMONG E> 
AND SIGNIFICANT INDEPENDENT VARIABLES 


Variables Xp Xg 
By +78 +62 
x7 +49 


Eg as a Dependent Variable in Four States 


Table 20 presents the significant independent vari- 
ables with E2 as the dependent variable in each of the four 
stat 


in the project, It was observed that one variable (Xs) 


appeared as a significant variable in three of the four states, 


72 


‘TABLE 19 


SIMPLE CORRELATION CORFFICIENTS BETWEEN 
Bg AND ALL INDEPENDENT VARIABLES 


a shoo %p +575 
Xp +707 43 +620 
X% =o3. Xy +699 
XM lal 4s 617 
Xs 746 Xy +560 
X eB %y +779 
% «78% ye +505 
x 0295 49 #301 
% +619 Xo sigh 
Xo ne7he Xr 343 
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‘TABLE 20 


FOUR-STATE COMPARISON OP SIGNIFICANT 1960 

SOCIOBCONOMIC WARIABLES AS THEY PREDICT E, 

(Iocal Pinancial Effort, based on equalized 
valuation of property) 


Coefficients of Separate 
Determination() 
variable Fla, Gas Kye mi, 


(tederal revense 
jceipts per pup’ 
da ADA) 903(N) 


x ees beet 
receipts per 

4m ADA) ee 930() 4790) +16(P) 
(per cent of fami- 


ifes with income of 
$10,000 or more) 950(P) — 624(P) 


(population per 
‘square mile) -e1M(P) — 19(P) 


Xyq (per cent 65 years 

elf ana over in total 

population) ali?) 
‘Totar(>) ahs +68 +69 oho 

(a)mhe P or N following each coefficient of separate deter- 

mination indicates # positive or negative zero-order rela- 

tionship, respectively, with Ep. 


(me otal coefficient of Separate Determination = A, 


am 


Summary 
Since Es and E7 were each measures of local financial 
effort based on net effective buying income, it was generally 
believed that there would be some large degree of similarity 


in their contributing varisbles, Such was not the case, 
however, In fact, there were no similar independent vari- 
ables present in both regression equations, It was observed 
in Chapter 2 that there were many variations in rank order 
and movement about the median between Es and Ey, Thie should 
probably have been # clue that the socioeconomic factors 
would also be different, At any rate, this tends to corm- 
borate Miner's (42) implication that relationships among 
varlabl 


over time will change, 

Bg had no common socioeconomic factors with either 
of the other dependent variable: 
which can be said in general is that there s 
indication that where wealth and population increased, effort 


Perhaps the only thing 
ed to be some 


also increased. 

Table 21 1s « presentation of the significant vari- 
ables as they were related to Es, Ep, and Bp, 

‘The significant variable values for each district 
for the 1950 multiple regression studies of local financial 
effort are presented in Table 22, ‘Table 23 shows the same 
information regarding the significant variables for 1960. 


‘TABLE 21 
SIGNIFICANT INDEPENDENT VARLABLES 


Dependent Variable 
Significant Independent 
Variables 


Bs Ey g 
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‘TABLE 22 
ACTUAL VALUES OF EACH SIGNIFICANT INDEPENDENT 
VARIABLE IN THE MULTIPLE REGRESSIONS OF 
LOCAL FINANCIAL EFFORT: 1950 
= 

Independent Variable 


District Xs yy Xp 


‘TABLE 23 
ACTUAL VALUES OF EACH SIGNIFICANT INDEPENDENT 


VARIABLE IN THE MULTIPLE REGRESSIONS OF 
LOCAL FINANCIAL EFFORT: 1960 


SS 
Independent Variables 


District x Xy Xe 
Ashiana 1g 
Boone in 
Bowling Green 967 
belt y 
2 2.3 
Christian £5 
2! 
Covington 2 
Daviess 905 
Payette 1363 
Floyd \. 
Greenup 2 
Hardin 3 
Earlan 42 
Hopkins 8 
Jefferson U8 
Kenton 1205 
Knox 7 
Letcher oH 
Lexington 2 
Toulavilie ig 
NoCracken 3 
Muhlenberg 05 
Newport: Seg 
Owensboro ll. 
Paducah } 
Perry “3 
Pike WL 


CHAPTER 5 
RELATIONSHIP OF SELECTED SOGIOECONOMIC FACTORS 
‘0 ELASTICITY OF DEMAND 
The selection of socioeconomic factors, a discussinn 
of the step-wise mltiple regression program, the selection 


of significant regression coefficients, and the results of 


the multiple regression equation using local effort as the 
dependent variable were discussed in Chapter 4, The next 
logical step, then, would be to determine the relationship 
of the selected socioeconomic variables to the two elasti-~ 
Oty of demand measures, D3 and Ds» 


D3 as a Dependent Variab: 

An analysis of the step-wise regression progran 
using elasticity of demand for education during the period 
1945-54 (D3) as the dependent variable revealed only one 
Significant independent variable, ‘This resulted in the fol- 
lowing regression equation: 

Dg = «4734 + 400001 X2q 

Since only one independent variable was involved in 
the equation, the per cent of explained variance was obtained 
by squaring .596, the simple correlation between D3 and Xp). 
‘Thus, Xg) (population size) explained about 36 per cent of 
the fluctuation in Dj This might be interpreted as meaning 
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that as population increased, the demand for educational 
services increased, 

Table 24 shows the simple correlation coefficients 
between D3 and each of the twenty-two independent variables, 


Dy ae a Dependent Variable in Four States 


Table 25 is included to show the results of the D3 
Fegreasion equations in all four states included in the pro- 
ject, This table shows that no independent variables wore 
related to D3 in Florida, Only one variable was significant 
in each of the other three states, Xp was found to be sig~ 
nificant in both Georgia and Illinois, 


Dg as a Dependent Variable 

The regression analysis using Ds (elasticity of 
demand for education for the period 1953-62) as the depen- 
dent variable, showed that only one variable, %;5 (per cent 
of employed persons engaged in manufacturing) to be signifi- 
cant, This resulted in the following regression equation: 

Dg = 414707 + .02383 X15 

As in the previous discussion, the simple correla~ 
tion (.581) between Ds and Xy5 was squared to obtain the 
per cent of explained variance, This was observed to be .34, 
which means that X15 explained about 34 per cent of the fluc- 
tuation in Dey 

Table 26 was included to show the simple correlation 
coefficients between D, and all independent variables, 


‘TABLE 24 
SINPLE CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS BETWEEN 
Dg AM INDEPENDENT VARTABLES 

sss 
xX 473 ~ Ae +230, 
Xe 2310 %3 lhe 
X5 +178 Xy +182 
Xy 120 4s 252 
Xs 206% XQ 088 
x +215, Xy +132 
x ols Xe =+028 
x 092 hg +182 

4388 Xoo 6055 
Mo 70281 %. +596 
ry 0199 Xe =9099 


TABLE 25 


FOUR-STATE COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT 1950 
SOCIOBCONOMIC VARIABLES AS THEY PREDICT D- 
(slastioity of Demand for the Period 1985-58) 


Coefficients of Seperate 
Determinations) 
Variable Fle, Ga, Rye my 


Xpq (population size) +36(P) 


2 (per cent popula 
tion increase over 


10-year period) 22") gaztnt) 


Total Coefficient 


17 236 7 


(a)Te P or N following each coefficient of separate deter- 
mination indicates a positive or negative cero-order rela- 
tionship, respectively, with D5. 


(>the Total coefficient of Separate Determination = R2, 
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‘TABLE 26 
SIMPLE CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS BETWEEN 
Ds AND ALL INDEPENDENT VARIABLES 
% 2209 %e +299 
% 4305 ‘3 +250 
X% +367 Xy +307 
% 623 Gy +581 
Xs 76292 he +067 
x 0213 AY 1319 
% +258 Xp ~+408 
x “4182 a9 +360 
% we Sse +107 
%o ~h00 Yey 125 
a 2068 Xoo 2138 
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4n inspection of Table 27 disclosed that the signi- 
ficant variable X;5 in Kentucky was not found to be a pre- 
dictor in any of the other three states of the project, In 
fact, it was noted that only one variable (xg) was found to 
be significant in two states (Georgia and Illinois), 


General Conclusion 

The data presented in this chapter showed no socio- 
economic variables to be significant for predicting elasti- 
oity of demand in the four-state study, Furthermore, the 
Same variables were not significant in a given state for 
predicting elasticity of demand in the first ten years of 
the period studied as compared with the last ten years, 
‘Therefore, it would be hazardous to predict a coefficient of 
elasticity of demand for education in/the future of any 


state by the use of socioeconomic variable 


‘TABLE 27 


POUR@STATE COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT 1960 
SOCIORCONOMIC VARIABLES AS THEY PREDICT Di 
(Elasticity of Denand for the Period 1953-62) 


Coefficients of te 
Determination| 
Variable Fla, Gey Kye ql. 


Xp (per capita net effec~ 
tive buying income) «11(P) 221(P) 


xy {redered sevens, 
receipts per ny 
a 2198) 


Xx tate revenus pts 
pée'pupit ievanay "°°"? «2h(m) 


(per cent of lation 
Healt nomewhieey o1b(H) 


X15 (per cent in manual) 3p) 
X22 (per cent population 

Anorease over 10 year 

period) 21?) 


Total Coefficient of 
Separate Determination(?) +55 ea ots 


(®)me P or 1 following each coefficient of separate deter 
mination indicat @ positive or negative zero-order rela- 
thonship, respectively, with Ds. 


(>)me Total coefficient of Separate Determination = R2, 


CHAPTER 6 
RELATIONSHIP OF SOCIOZCONOMIG FACTORS TO REVENUE 
RECEIPTS PER PUPIL IN AVERAGE DAILY 
ATTENDANCE FOR 1960 

A common assumption in school finance 1g that higher 
quality in educational services is associated with a greater 
quantity of money spent per pupil in average daily attend= 
ance in districts of sufficient size and density to operate 
efficiently, This assumption led various researchers, dis- 
4 in Chapter 1, to attempt to account for variations in 


ous 


per pupil spending, ‘This chapter is a partial replication 
of these studies, It would be important to know the factors 
in Kentucky that are associated with. variations in revenue 
Peceipts per pupil in average daily attendance, if it is 
true that more money means higher quality. 

Total local school revenue receipts per pupil in 
average daily attendance (4) was selected as the dependent 
variable, The method of step-wise multiple regression dis- 


cussed in Chapter 4 was used and the independent variables 


were the twenty-two variables for 1960 which were previously 
listed, ‘Table 86 in Appendix A shows the values for Ry for 
each district. 


Bh as a Dependent Ver: 
Analysis of the step-wise regression program showd 
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two of the twenty-two socioeconomic factors to have signifi- 
cant regression coefficient 


follows: 
Xg (per capita net effective tuying income) 
Xyo (per cent rural non-farm) 
The intereorrelations of Xz, Xjzy and Ay are found 
in Table 28, 


TABLE 28 


SIMPLE CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS AMONG Rh 
AND SIGNIFICANT INDEPENDENT VARIABLES 


Variables Xg %o 
By 89 7089 
Xp 082 


The resulting significant mltiple regression equa~ 
tion wast 
Ry = 36673878 + 408815 Xp = 1608031 X19 

Bighty-six per cent of the fluctuation in 8, could 
‘be accounted for by these two independent variables, Further 
inspection of Table 29 revealed from the coefficients of 
determination that each factor contributed 43 per cent of 
the variation, ‘This table also shows that there was a high 
simple correlation between Ry and X2 with an equally high 


negative correlation between Ry and X;9- This would suggest 
that per capita income contributed considerably to the varia 
tions in money spent per pupil and that a high percentage of 


‘TABLE 29 


Ry REGRESSION ANALYSIS 


a 


Regression Coefficient 


Regression SeerPletent 


Standard Deviation 
Beta coefficient 


Simple correlation 
Coefficient with Ry 


Goefficient of Separate 
Determination 


Multiple correlation 
Coefficient (R) 


Multiple Correlation 
Gepttioteut Squared 
rt 


Variables 
By Xe %10 
08815 = 1.08031 
2763757 02251, #27625 
71083, 396.0184 3242673 
48859 = 448789 
889361 = ,889235 
ohgh53h 433845 
93187 


2868382 
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rural non-farm population was associated with 1: 
spent per pupil, ‘This was further substantiated by the high 


money 


negative correlation between Xp and Xo which might be inter 
preted as meaning that there was 1 


per capita income in 
the rural non-farm areas, The rural non-farn population in 
Kentucky 1s not primarily a suburban population but a popu- 
lation whose chief occupation is mining, 


Ry as 2 Dependent vet: 
Nost of the researchers reviewed in Chapter 1 found 


in Four Stats 


@ highly predictive value in some measure of income to per 
pupil expenditure or revenue receipts, This was further 
substantiated in the studies made in the four states of Pro- 
Ject No, 2842, Three of the four states showed Xp (per 
capita net effective buying income) as a highly significant 
variable (Table 30). None of the states other than Kentucky 
Ancluded Xj (per cent rural non-farm) as a predictive vari- 
able, This factor was probably unique to Kentucky with its 
declining coal industry and declining mountain population, 

The simple correlation coefficients between Ry, and 
each of the selected socioeconomic variables considered in 
Kentucky are presented in Table 31, 


comer 
‘Two socioeconomic factors, Xp (per capita net effec- 
tive buying incoee) and X19 (per cent rural non-farm), 
explained 86 per cent of the variation in local revenue 
receipts per pupil in ADA, It was also noted that Xp 
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appeared as a significant factor in three states of the 
study (Florida, Georgia, and Kentucky), 


‘TABLE 30 


FOUR-STATE COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT 1960 
SOCIORGONOHIC VARIABLES AS THEY PREDICT Ry 
(Total Local School Revenue Receipts Per Pupil 
in Average Dally Attendance) 


Determination! 


Ooefficients of 3 te 
ope ay 
Variable Flay Ge, Kye bs 


Le 


Xp (per capita net 
Fe 135 ‘t 
income)" +50(P)649(P)43(P) 


tion) 21708) +26(m) 


Xs (state revenue 

réceipte per pupil 

An ADA) 225 (H) 
(per cont of fani- 

ifes with income of 

$20,000 or more) -«20(P) 


X10 (per cent rural 
nonefara) +43) 


X1g (per cent 65 years 

off ana over in total 

population) +22(P) 

Xg1 (population size) pen as?) pall 


‘Totar(>) 072 81 286 +79 


The P or N following each coefficient of separate deter- 
mination indicates a positive or negative zero-order rela~ 


tionship, respectively, with Ry. 
(b)tne Total Coefficient of Separate Determination = 22, 


TABLE 31 


SIMPLE CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS BETWEEN 
Ry AND ALL INDEPENDENT VARIABLES 


y hol ie +476 
Xp +889 X53 +681 
X5 =+618 yy 865 
xy 2022 %5 692 
Xs BME bor +630 
X% 7-665 % +872 
% 859 se 5 
%8 ohh % 10 
Xy +733 X20 Pres 
Xo 2889 Xey +507 


ony 0538 Xoo +437 


CHAPTER 7 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 


Purpose of the study 


‘The purposes of this study were: (1) to determine 
whether Kentucky school districts of 20,000 popmletion or 
above had followed relatively consistent patterns of fiscal 
policy as measured by financial effort in relation to ability 
and elasticity of demand for education from 1945 to 1962, and 
(2) to determine whether socioeconomic factors were asso= 
clated with tho: 


pattems, 

In reference to those purposes, answers were sought 
to the following questions: 

(a) Have most of the school districts in Kentucky, 
which had 1960 census populations of 20,000 or more, fol» 
lowed relatively consistent pattems of local fiscal policy, 
es measured by local effort in relation to ability and elas- 
tieity of demand for education? 

(b) What socioeconomic factors were associated with 
school effort in relation to ability and elasticity of demand? 

(ce) What unusual changes in fiscal policy have 
occurred through time in these districts? 


Exosudures 


Patterns of local financial effort were examined by 
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the four following measures: 
3, 
l. Re z 

By (1949-50 )4Ry (1950~51 +8) (1951-52) 
Bs = “wy (1989 )4Hy (1950)9W, (1951) 


(1959~60)42, (1960=61)+R) (1961-62) 
Geil Te LIbSaT sd TSCOTSISTASET 
R 
a z 


2 


In these formas: 
Ry = total local reveme receipts 


Wy = net effective buying income (aggregate for the 
district) 


timated 100 per cent true valus of property 
(aggregate for the district) 


E = educational effort 
Blastioity of local dewand for eduoation me examined 
by the following formule in which: 


Deby 6 T 


Wg = 


In this forma: 
D = elasticity of danand 
dy = coefficient for predicting a dependent variable 


from an independent variable using the follow- 
ing forma: 


X = independent variable 

X = dependent variable 

X = mean of independent variable 
Y = mean of dependent variable 


gh 


Blastioity of local demand for education for three 
time periods is designated by the following symbols: 


Dg = elasticity of demand for a school district for 
the period 1945-195! 


Dg = elasticity of denand for a school district for 
the period 1955-1962 


Dy = elasticity of demand for a school district for 
the period 1945-1962 


‘The relationship of twenty-two socioeconomic factors 
to measures of local financial effort and elasticity of 
demand for education were exanined, Those twenty-two meas 
sures were coded as follows: 

X= average daily attendance 

Xp = per capita net effective buying income 


X3 = average daily attendance as a per cent of 
‘total population 


Xy = federal revenue receipts per pupil in ADA 
Xs = state revenue receipts per pupil in ADA 
Xg = per cent civilian labor force unemployed 


% = per cent of families with income of $10,000 
or wore 


Xg == per cent of population that 1s non-white 
%y = population per square mile 

Xo = per cent rural non-fara 

X41 = per cent rural fara 


Xyg = per cent 1-17 yeare old in public or private 
12" Zonools 


X13 = per sone 25 years and over--median school 
years completed 


14 years and over, per cent in labor 
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Xy5 = employed person 
turing 


per cent engaged in manufac~ 


%6 = per cent 25 years and over, with four or more 
years of college, to total population 


Xyy = median income of famili 


Xyg = married couples, per cent without own household 
Xyq = per cent 65 years and over in total population 


Xgo = per sent in ADA public schools 1-12 to total 
population age 7-17 


Xp) = population size 


= t population increase ten~; 
Yon Ported (abebai9s0, 1950-1960) TO? 


In addition, the relationship between these twenty~ 
two sociceconomic variables and local revenue receipts per 
pupil in average daily attendance (Ry) was analyzed, 

The step-wise multiple regression program, for use 
with the 709 computer, was employed to examine the relation- 
ship between the twenty-two selected socioeconomic factors 
(independent variables) and measures of local financial 
effort and elasticity of demand (dependent variables), 


‘Two measurements of fiscal policy patterns were used 
in this study: local effort in terms of ability to pay and 
elasticity of local demand for education, The results of 
these measurements are presented in\the following paragraphs, 


Local Financial Effost 
Fiscal policy patterns from 1945 to 1962 of each of 


the twenty-nine selected school districts in Kentucky were 
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measured in terms of local financial effort in relation to 
ability to pay (%). This measurement is the ratio of total 
local school revenue receipts (Ry) to net effective buying 
Ancome (ivy). 

In terms of the group median effort line, which 
showed a gradual increase in effort through time, the fol- 
lowing observations were mates 

(1) Fifteen of the selected districts consistently 
remained above, near, or below the group median throughout 
most of the study, 

(2) Eight districts indicated changes which lowered 
their level in relation to the median, 

(3) Five districts improved their position in rela- 
tion to the group median effort line. 

(4) One district had no discernible trend, 

(5) In those districts which indicated changes in 
level of effort, the years 1952 and 1958 were most frequently 
indicated as the years of change in fiscal policy as nea- 
sured by local effort, 

In terms of direction of trend of each individual 
district, the following observations were made: 

(1) Nineteen of the twenty-nine selected districts 
indicated a consistent general trend of effort through time, 
Of these, thirteen indicated an increasing effort pattem, 
five showed a decreasing effort pattern, and one was classi- 
fied as remaining constant throughout most of the study. 
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(2) Five of the remaining districts began the study 
with @ decreasing effort pattern an@ changed to a pattem of 
anereasing effort. 

(3) Two districts indicated the reverse of this with 
an increasing-decreasing patter. 

(4) Two districts had a more complicated pattern 
with @ decreasing-increasing-decreasing trend line, 

(5) One district showed the reverse of this with an 
inereasing-decreasing-inoreasing pattem, 

(6) The year 1952 was most frequently indicated as 
the year of policy change, 

Fiscal policy in terms of local effort was also com- 
pared using the three-year period 199-51 (Z;) and the three 
year period 1959461 (E>). These two measurements were con- 
puted in a manner similar to Ey, except that the years cen~ 
tering around 1950 and 1960 were used, A comparison of 
‘these two measurements in terms of median effort revealed 
‘the following: 

(1) A general inerease in effort was indicated with 
@ median Bs of 1,250 and a 


dian By of 14430. 

(2) A vank order correlation of By with By was com 
puted as »389, 

(3) Twelve districts indicated a decrease in rank 
and a decrease in effort between 1950 and 1960, 

(4) Pifteen districts changed upwam in rank order 
position, 

(5) Two districts aia not change their rank order 
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position, One was a high rank district which increased 
effort, and the other was a low rank district which decreased 
effort, 

A comparison was also made between Ey (local effort 
4n terms of income) and , (local effort in terns of property 
valuation) for 1962, This comparison revealed the following: 

(1) There was a correlation of .693 between E) and 
Ep in 1962, 

(2) There was a correlation of ,637 between per 
capita income and per capita property valuation in 1962, 

(3) Only five districts changed rank of ten or more 
places between E, and E, in 1962, 


biol 
Piscal policy, av reflected by elasticity of demand 
for education, did not lend itself to a meaningful year-by- 


year analyst: 


an increase in elasticity in one year was 
too often followed by a decrease in elasticity the following 
year, Consequently, it was assumed to be more logical that 
Anereases in local school revenue could only be reflected in 
@ greater time period, Therefore, elasticity of demand for 
education for the period 19!45~54 (D3) was compared with the 
elssticity of demand for the period 1953-62 (D5)- This com- 
parison resulted in the following observations: 

(1) There was a general trend in Kentucky of a 
Aeoline in elasticity of demand, The median coefficient 
declined from .7034 for the period 1945-54 to .4856 for the 
period 1953-62. 
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(2) Twelve of the twenty-nine districts showed 
imoreased coefficients of elasticity over the period while 


venteen showed decreases, 

(3) Four districts had negative coefficients of 
elasticity in the latter period as opposed to two negative 
elasticities during the first period, 

(4) The wank order correlation between Dg and Ds 
Was 4216. 


A total rank score method of measuring figcal policy 
of the districts was developed, This procedure utilized the 
rank scores for E) and Eo of 1962 and the rank scores for 
Dg» ‘This computation showed that Owensboro, Greenup, and 
Jefferson were the three highest effort districts while 
Christian, Hardin, and Knox were the three lowest effort 
Aistricts, 


‘The following paragraphs present the relationship 
of the twenty-two socioeconomic variables to two measures of 
financial effort: effort for 1950 (#5) and effort for 1960 
(Bq) 


1950 Regression with 5, as the Dependent Variable 


Inspection of the step-wise mitiple regression pro- 
gYam revealed that only three of ths twenty-two independent 


100 


variables were significant predictors of variability in 
effort for 1950, These were X5 (state revenue receipts per 
Pupil in ADA), X,1 (per cent rural farm), and Xz7 (median 
Anoome of families). 

These three variables, according to the mltiple 
Fegression equation, were computed as having contributed 
only 60 per cent of the variation in Hz as a dependent vari- 
able 


1960 Regression with Ey as the Dependent Variable 


Only one variable, X;5 (per cent 14-17 years old in 
public or private schools), was found to be significant, It 
explained about 37 per cent of the fluctuation in effort for 
1960. 


‘Two variables of the twenty-two selected socicecono~ 
mic factors were found to be significant in predicting 69 per 
cent of the fluctuation in Ep, These were Xp (per cont of 
families with income of $10,000 or more) and X9 (population 


per square mile), 


‘Two regression equations using elasticity of demand 
for education as the dependent variable were used in this 
study, These were for the period 1945-54 (D3) and for the 
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ten-year period 1953-62 (Ds), The results are presented in 
the following paragraphs, 


1950 Regression with D3 as the Dependent Variable 

An analysis of the regression program using elasti- 
ity of demand for education during the period 1945-5! as 
the dependent variable revealed only one.significant inde= 
pendent variable, This was Xp) (population size), which 
Scoounted for 36 per cent of the fluctuation in Dy. 


1960 Regression with Ds as the Dependent variable 


Only one variable, X,5 (per cent of employed persons 
engaged in manufacturing), was found to be significant as a 
predictor of Ds fluctuation, ‘This was computed in the 
regression equation as contributing 34 per cent of the vari- 
ation in elasticity of demand for the period 1953-62, 


jonship of Selected Soo! a 8 
jvenue Heceipta Por in 


‘Two variables of the twenty-two independent variables 
were found to be significant predictors of fluctuation in Ry. 
The 


were X> (per capita net effective buying income) and 
X10 (per cent rural non-farm), The two together were com- 
puted to predict 86 per cent of the fluctuation in revenue 
receipts per pupil in ADA, 


Generel Conclusions 
Tt was noted that the year-by-year analysis of local 
effort patterns revealed wide fluctuations in effort among 
the selected districts, This was substantiated by comparing 
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measurements of effort for two periods of time, 1950 and 1960, 


Furthermore, there was an indication of decreasing elasticity 


of demand for education, It is quite probable that these 

things were related in a manner not investigated in this 

study, It is kmow, for instance, that many of the selected 
Aistricts were declining in population, It is possible that 
this could cause erratic effort patterns as well as decrease 
the interest in trying to improve. It was also pointed out 
that the selected districts indicated a generally increasing 


dian effort pattern and a generally decreasing elasticity 
of demand, ‘This is possible where the rate of total popula- 
tion increase is lower than the rate of school population 

Amorease, In the 


leoted districts, the population increased 
at a rate of 1,1 per cent per year during the ten-year period 
1950-1960 and the rate of increase for school age children 
was 2,2 per cent per year for the same period, 

It was also noted that only ten of the twenty-two 


socloeconomis variabli 


used in the study were selected as 
significant in predicting fluctuation in local effort or 
elasticity of demand for education, No factor was signifi- 
cant in predicting variation in more than one dependent vari- 
able or in more than one year, ‘This and other evidence cited 
throughout the study point out the fact that socioeconomic 
variables leave a large part of the local effort unexplained, 
It was not only shown that different variables were the best 
predictors in Kentucky at different points of time, but also 
that none of the states had common variables throughout the 
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study, It would thus seem that it is impossible to general- 
ise through time in any given state regarding the relationship 
with any particular set of socioeconomic variables to local 
school effort, Furthermore, it is equally impossible to 


generalize on a state-to-state basis, 

Doubtless there are other factors which subsequent 
researchers will study that oan better explain variations in 
local school effort, As explained in Chapter 1, these may 
be: leadership of the superintendent or other school offi- 
cials, the type of power structure in the district, the value 
system of the formal and informal power structure, and other 
similar factors, 
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APPENDIX A 
TABLES 32-88 


TABLE 32 


9b5-N6 souooL aevenue azcerers(*) 


District Property Tax 


Bank 


shares tax 


Pranchiee Tax 


‘rota Local 
Shoot Revenue 
Pout tar "Receipts 


Ashtand # aang 


Marian 
Hopkins 
Setforzon 


Kenton 
Snow 
Eoteher 
Eexinaton 
Eoutevitle 
Hogeacken 
Hohtenberg 33129 
Henport 2661586 


10,890 
101;500, 


367 


351370 


$ $779,885 


3051035, 


got 


‘BLE 32 continued 


a, Totat toad 
Binool devense 


bites __meerty extn ee treatm on rts oe PEASE 
$348,577 24288 522 ry rat 88 
et ae a 
a 2 a 
eae capes ae 
ag Be oan 


(a)aourcer (25) 


tot 


BLE 33 


9h6-87 scuoor, azvane azcsrere(*) 
ay fotat toon 
: Bhocol averse 
District | property Tax Bank Sharos Tex franchise Tax Poul tax *"iccalpte 
dentena 2B 358 29,088 . 282,576 
a bit a 
aeotes 2 Helse 
ears 
Shot 


el 
Texington Eis 
Eanes aibre'7es 
eeneeoten % es 
Rinvonters ae 2 


a 
Newport 276,038 371393, 


e0t 


‘TABLE 39 Continued 


2, Total Loca 
Sbuoot Revenue 


Disteiot Property Tax Bank Ohares Tar Pranchise Sax Poll tax" "Seseipta 
ovensbore ene 2 apt # nes7ge 
Ps Smo fF * lke Brats 
Feee 981300 z = re) 371869 
Hie 2881273 = ani lie ites 
Files cae 2 ass Sr8 72582 
(s)source: (26) 


Gor 


masts 3h 
1gh7-8 scwoot, azvenve azceress'*) 


y Total Local 
R Skngol evens 
bistetot Property Tax Bank Sharer Tax Franchise Tax Poll Tax aecoipte 


a ee ae ’ 
ce: 


Hopine 
Seffereon 
Kenton 
Knox 
Letcnor 
Eexington 
Touevitie 
Keceacikon 
Muntenbers 
Henport 


3724955 


ow 


‘TABLE 34 Continued 


Ry Total Load 
Shoal Revenue 


Dietriot Property Tax Bank Shaver Tax Franchieo Tar Foll Tax Receipes 
Ovenevore $ mé,0N9 $1,802 

Paducah 4301003, 

perry 35301383 

Pike 3421968 

Polack 65,08 “77 

(@)sourser (28) 


m 


TABLE 35 
Aghonty scHoOL aBvENUE a 


ay, Total Loca 
District, erty Tax Bonk Shares Tax Franchise Tax Poll Tax eceipte 
Ashden $3,267 
Boone ink 
Bowling Green 3327 

307 


Hopkins 
Sekferson 
Kenton 
Knox 
Letoner 
Lexington 
Touteviiie 
Neceacken 
Muhtenbere, 
Hewport 


TABLE 35 continued 


bile rey st ee _e 
cam fay “Bs 
a j : 
S et 
He i 


()gourcer (27) 


on 


TaBLE 36 


19tg-50 scuooL azveius aecexers!*) 


ay Toted Ioead 


‘Sdnset devenus 
pisteiet Property Tax Bank Shares Tax Franchise Tax Poll Tax decepts 


Astana $ 361,190 $ 
ipbvess 


anir 


Boling Green 
Gaapbelt 
Garter 
Gheistion 


lay 
Covington 
Daviess 


iit 


1,208 5 
Lexington 354902 106,303 
Toutsritie - 
Hecraskon, 55985 
hikienbers 1991097 eter 
Newport getnabe 9,081 0,993 


at 


‘TABLE 36 Continued 


Ay, Totad tocar 
Sthool govenue 


Dioteict: Property Tax Bank Shares Tax Franchise Tax Poll Tax —-aecolpts 
Sxenabore $ pakezs S  -- Has ,tos 
Paaueah 324 3 = 338,038 
Perey agp es 1,607 96,875 
Pike 386,288 202,917 13,720 82,867 
Pulaskt Bstast) 551263 523 1095699 
(lgources (27) 


sw 


ADE 37 
1950-51 ScHOOL AEVENUE aEcerPTs (®) 


Distetot 


Property Tax Bank Shares Tax Franchise Tax 


4, Totad Local 
‘SBnood Revemss 
Receipes 


Asmdand 
Boone 

Bowing Green 
aupboid 

bac 


Lexington 
Toutevanie 
Meceacken, 
Muhlenbers: 
Newport. 


‘ok.932 
q 164,952 


$470,353 


Fert 
Bpi900 


out 


‘TABLE 27 Continued 


ay Totad tocad 
Sthoel Revero 


District Property Tax Bank Sharea Tax Franchise Tax Poll Tax 
Owensboro $ 2209 820773 6 on 
Paauoah 229 pees = 
Perry 2081 16552 
Hike a7 281,870 1s 
Palast ie 9852 rok 
(sources (28) 


at 


rate 38 
agsi-se souooL asvenue azcexrrs(®) 


By Totnd Local 
sthool Revenue 
Dictriot Property Tax Bank Shares Tax Franchine Tax oll Tax Aecelpts 


shhand $443,655 $ s26n 


2351398 


Boone 1833595 
Bowling Green 

Ganpbel 
Garter 


tan 


Hopkins 


Lexington 


TABLE 38 Continued 


‘Ay Detar Locad 
dhool Reverso 


istelot __‘roperty Tax Bonk Shares Tax Franchise tax oll tax “'Geceiste 
ovenstoro 7,505 ame 9 2389 # pars 
siatest tas Eisas a Brat 
Peeey 171386 ps eae Beth 
Hike 3091805 ain Brsist faite 
Fults Seton 33 Bias 15:20 


(sources (28) 


ot 


masts 39 
1952459 scHooL anvenve azcerpTs(*) 


8 Totad Locad 
Banoo severe 


ieteict _roperty tax sank Sharer Sex Franchise tax poli tox "GSheiptS 
keene 475,068 eae 
Sone tore =f Re 8 585 
Erling oxen HES es 2 
eet" Bae Eee 
Seistaen zee tee 
se : 
ton 9321735 a5ora88 
oe Sine 
4 ates 
3901293 
as 088 
Bosal eh 3e9 
ne Me 
Epite : 
Fe ate 38 
Soertes 
GH 
wee 
Eesindion Fre 
ERIE. 6.838099 
jouer aad 28:38 
iinontets ah z 
Eoupore 8 eas 


oat 


‘TABLE 39 Continued 


Dietrtot 


fy Total Local 
Sknool Revense 


Proporty Tax Bank Shacen Tax Franchise Tax Yo1l tax" "goselsee 
Ovansbere gosta $ Bark pes $F Go8.290 
Paducah : 522,532 3,1b9 123,886 — 689,520 
Feesy Beo,ahe . ie 28 Bese 
Hike tos saee ae agents 708 F037 
Fulen Bez 125 et MEH] fangrh 
(eources (29) 


ut 


rast ho 
1953+5h soHooL axveuve azcerers!®) 


P 8, Total Loca 
Sthool Zevenue 
District Property Tax Bank Shares Tax Franchise Tax Foll Tax" "aecelpte’ 


Aamant $ § byage Sey. 
Boone, 195 S552 
Boling Green 308 381930 


Hoping 
Sefferson 
Kenton 


200: 
365,763 


273808 38 
Hahtenbere, 25,801 = 89,537 
Fewpores teins 34590 351018 


at 


‘TABLE NO Contimied 


Bagot tevense 


pisteict Property ax Bank Shares Tax Franchise Tax Pell Tax deeipte 
Owensboro # Rene $ 36,228 # $66,095 
Paauean 3873 yess 
Perey 301859 32 

Hike: penton 3361365 fg '895 
Palas 0,188 '50 000 $52)102 


(sources (29) 


ABLE 8 
195-55 souooL asyawue ascerrns'®) 


Diatrict Property Tax Basle Shares Tax Pranchise Tax Pout Tox 
daraant + se 8 bagor teen 8 
Boone Busts 330 on 
Bevling oreon 3291995 53 3 
Senpeels ad erh0b 
2038 951203 
84588 
3 
sh 
ug 
fa 
Hopkin alge aera 
setterton 3 = 
ior 7 zit 
Posy en a3 
Patt Bis = 
reacts ra oO 
cnbere Fea : s 
Howpert Résias0 408 = 5383703 


wet 


‘TABLE 1 Continued 


ay Total Looat 
Sbho0l Revenue 


District Property Tax Bank Shares Tax Franchise Tax Poll Tax" gecelpte 
Owenstore 9 645,020 8 3865 $40,257 $699,143 
Paaueah nasi pate 3113779 832,082 
Perry $200,808 bia 201600, 
Pike fssi793 ie 303,989, 7571230, 
Pulnokt wa i95 = 155,000 1875395 


(sources (30) 


sex 


ante 42 
1955-56 soHooL, azvawue azcarers!*) 


‘&y Total Local 
Shroot Revenue 
bistetot Proyerty Tax Ban Shares Tax Franchise Tax Poll Tax" Receipts’ 


Ashland 
Boone 


8 508 
1992 
Bowling Groon 


ington 
Louteviiie 
Neceasken 
Ruhienbers, 
Hexport 


ct 


get 


TABLE 42 Continued 


By Tote) Local 
Sthool Revers 


istrict Property Sax uaok Shares tax Peanohige Tax oll tax" "Seeeigis 
Quiero Guba ¢ noms 
Saatens S5ptiiog 31929 23 
Powe Fea 
Hie sted 
Eran 13158 


(sources (30) 


ante 83 


1956-57 scuooL asvawue ascexers') 


District 


Ay Tote) Locat 
Sthool evenie 


Property Taz ask tharos ex Preuenion tex welt tex tahatgte 
eraena + e605 e620 

ow Seas Suet 

Sittag ale Sane 

orter 5375 

ee BR 


1 


28 


gat 


‘TABLE 43 continued 


ay, meted teen 
Dloteict Property Tox Bank Shares Tax Franchise Tax Poll tax Revelyes 
oxensdore 3H 6 9,98 
Saauork bars etd bo 399 
Peery i a 

Pe S so,2h 

Palanes 78 26139 xt 

Wacurees (31) 


et 


‘rane Wh 


11957~58 scwooL aevanve azceress(*) 


8), Totad Local 
Bhuoot Revers 


Dletetet "Property Tex Bank shares Tax Franchive Tax Poi tex "Receipts 
homand 23.358 e785 

on © Sasa #8 
Erving, croen 3eetor 


ean 


Girkatien 
hay" 
Covington 


Daviess 
Fayette 
Floyd 
Geesnap 
Earain 
Heelan 
Hopkins 
Sefferson 
Kenton 
Knox 
Eoteher 
Lexington 
Louteeiile 
Heceackon 
Muhienbere, 
Newport 


: 
BE 
© 
ie 


2,817 }390 
r0sgapiade 


‘TABLE NY Continued 


4, Totad Local 
Sdneet doves 


race esi he od musi aaa Slnw Cee ES 
cones et A hae a 7 
En ee * pea 
fe Be #8 Be 


(sources (31) 


ut 


1958-59 scHooL azvanue azcerprs| 


uote 45 


Dintetoe 


Property Tax 


Bank Shares Tax 


Pranohiee Tax 


Poll Tax 


Ay Total Loca 
Séno0l Reveste 
‘Receipes 


‘Asndand 
Boone 
Bowling recon 
Saupbed 
Garter 
Gnesatian 


Elny 
fovington 
Deviese 
Fayette 
Playa. 


Newport 


# mage 


Hage 
ae 
angie 


981283 


ry 


3.708 
21373 


1303 


122,508 
$ rzzeg0g 


Deer 


gene. 
755,81 


ar 


TABLE 5 Contimied 


pieertee Property Tax 


ay Toted Lose 
‘Banoo devente 


Tank Shares ax franchise max Poni tax" "Recedpts 
Qwensbore 128,472 6,783 124 51! 140075772 
Seaioen A: 0) 
Reser fonso38 27185 Ent Yap ee 
Hise Bae mye r8e8 726; 80 
Pasa itbsote a eet be Agi. 


(eoureet (32) 


er 


TABLE 46 
1959-60 scnooL aevenue azcerras(*) 


Bool Revenue 
pintetot Property Tax Banke Shares Tax Pranchioe Tax Poll Tax Receipts 


"es 


Boone 
Bowling Green 7 
Ganpbei 

Garter 
Shetetdan 
ey. 
Sovington 
Daviess 
Fayette 
Floya. 
Breemp 
farain 
arian 
Hopkins 
Betferson 


stand oe 8 sung Of 


Eerington 
Loutewsie 
i 


dere 
eeelesb 


et 


TABLE 46 continues, 


2, Totad Local 
Shugo devemue 


District _-—Proparty Tax Sank Sharee Tax Franchise tax Pot tax 'youeiste" 
cvenstore $a #6982 —  § d,oeh,7ia 
Frits beorde3 Feast revroa © Lieeribee 
Perey Bb} 028 fe 199 ha 
Bike evar apeleye ae teats 
Paleo 3507850, aed wy 2253390 
(source: (2) 


ser 


1960-61 soHOor, REVENUE a 


‘nase 


scerres(®) 


‘Total Loca. 
Sthool tevense 


pistrtot Property fax Bank shares Tax Franchise Tax Poll Tex aeeckpte 
Azhiand 8 958,178 $10,772 $ 10,2 $e Bt th 
Boone 35,216 8 8,27 31867 eaten 
Bowling Green 370,580 
Senden Bporzee 
Gorter ahaios9 
Gerisetan 3254055, 
Choy 3281509 
Govington 2gghi3sy 
Daviess it 
Payette 2y6hgsehs 

5363907 

3az,003 
farain 3 375,092 
Heron hen Sku? 
Hopidne 10;682 279,425 
Seffereon 10,737 
Kenton 333 
nox wee 
Loteher 335) 
Lexington 1677) 
Ibuieviiie atjorg,s10 
Heceasken 71830 
funtenbere azine 32 
Newport 6575299 


ot 


ARLE 47 continued 


Ry Total Locat 
Shroot aeveaso 


Dintrict «Property Tax Bank Shares ax Franchize Tax Poll Tax deoelpie 
oyensboro $ 7430 % e258 so S$ Unzhon 
Poaueah S103? were “ag,hes ‘998 007 
Perry ae 60325 11707 3771000 
Hike et abel rate ‘opie 
Palaces 38 ‘68,292 we 228,50 
(edgource: (39) 


ux 


‘TyoL 88 
961-62 scHooL, azvenue azceress'*) 


By Total Local 
Sthool evento 


Dioteict | Property Tax Bank Shares Tax Pranehise Tax Poll tax "Receipts 
‘dana $79.07 ¢ Lom ge 
Boone peas ie 
Bowling oon aatEa? 
exepbel 1008 
Garter 126.298 
Siristian 28,779 
ent 
10 
3352 
246g 1038 
2i6 Ki 
he: 
22013 
pik 
Font 
10,3781 
ne 
30,270 
371902 
aby gse 
Touteviire 93161331 
Noeractn 3525 atts 
Rintenbers 2ioee Boiss: 
Newert, 788855 Boi 35 


et 


TABLE 4B continue 


4, Total Local 
Sdngo gevenso 


District Property Tar Sank Shares Tax Franchise Tax Poll Tex aocelpee 
Owensboro 81,103,298 2 9,366 9 ya x $ 1n8p hy 
Paauoah 35,185 Eat 188 t592 12 3; iyoKk sry 
Perey 26357 5548 i 170,901 
Pike 39499 3305758 aris 782.967 
Paleo! 361}923 51625 757 232,310 
(sources (33) 


eer 


TABLE bg 
1962-63 sowooL anvenus azcerers(*) 


y, Total Local 
‘Bnood devense 
District «Property Tax Sank Shares Tax Franchise Tax Poll Tax -aecelpts 


Payette 
Ploy. 
Greenup 
farein 
Herta 
Hopkins 
Jefferson 
Kenton 
Knox 
Tovcher 


Hewpore 703,221 


ont 


‘TABLE 49 continued 


‘By Tota Loca 
SthoolZevenue 


District Property Tax Bank Shares tax Franchise tox pon tax "aseegte 
Qvenstoro — GugBougs HD 79,388 xz # tutoesmo 
Saatoah ® 09 Bee sh2 Tepes Faas 8 Sgthurns 
Peng heise sige Sab 325:568 
Pike fasthis weetesh hh 2b ae8 
Palomas Ei) “ors wes Easier 
(eousest (8) 


wt 


pra 


‘TABLE 50 


PER CAPITA AND TOTAL NET EFFECTIVE BUYING INCOME 
FOR EACH SCHOOL DISTRICT FoR 1945 


Population su‘) net Ertective!®) 
Estimates Buying Income Per Capita 
District (in thousands) (in thousands) Income 
Ashland 29.0 $ 29,357 $1,012 
Boone be 35205 376 
Bowling Green 18.0 13,487 29 
Campbell 10:2 19,245 1,005 
Carter 20.5 6,694 326 
Christian 18.5 4,627 250 
Clay 19:0 23998 158 
Covington 85:0 86,292 1,328 
Daviess 16.2 63965 30 
Fayette 2u.1 254525 1,053 
Floyd 23.2 15,497 377 
Greenup 10.7 3,060 328 
Hardin 2620 12,122 520 
Harlan ul2 2h ue 498 
Hopkins 17.7 10,576 598 
Jefferson 67.8 4e,184 mu 
Kenton 27.8 10,912 676 
Knox 19.3 5,114 265 
Letcher 25.5 9,917 389 
Lexington 53.0 81,905 1,545 
Louisville 365.0 560,115 14595 
Mecracken 23 6,507 891 
Muhlenberg ar 10,172 478 
Newport 30.6 32,111 1,049 
Owensboro 33.0 30,292 918 
Paducah 35.5 38,754 1,092 
Perry 52.9 16,027 487 
Pike 58.3 18,104 gu 
Pulaski 24.7 7,419 Bel 


source: (52) 
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TABLE 51 


PER CAPITA AND NET EFFECTIVE BUYING INCONE 
FOR EACH SCHOOL DISTRICT FOR 1946 


Population su‘*) Net srrective(®) 
Estimates Buying Income Per Capita 
District (in thousands) (in thousands) Income 
Ashland 35.0 $ 29,936 $ 827 
Boone 9. 3,140 3h? 
Bowling Green 22.5 23,145 58k 
Campbell 12.2 10,651 B74 
Carter 21.9 6,596 301 
Christian 20.6 5,410 263 
Clay 20.3 2,956 146 
Covington 68.0 90,784 1,335 
Daviess 19:7 9,240 469 
Fayette 30.7 23,201 256 
Floya 4703 15,246 he 
Greenup 1g 31598 303 
Hardin 13:3 125797 479 
Harlan 26.6 24,089 458 
Hopkins 20.5 11,302 52h 
Jefferson 98.9 645619 653 
Kenton 35 12,060 594 
Knox 20.8 530277 Blt 
Letoher 27.7 35895 358 
Lexington 70.0 92,588 1,323 
Louisville 375-0 554,651 1,479 
MeCracken 10.4 6,728 652 
Muhlenberg 23.2 10,165 4iio 
Newport 34.0 31,645, 931 
Owensboro 35.5 37,300 1,113 
Paducah 37:0 38,195 1,032 
Perry 35.2 15,796 aig 
Pike bats 17,840 285 
Pulaski 26.5 7,407 33 


(sources (53) 
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‘TABLE 52 


PER CAPITA AND TOTAL NET EFFECTIVE BUYING INCOME 
FOR EACH SCHOOL DISTRICT Foz 1947 


Population su) net sttective(#) 


Estimates Buying Income Per Capita 
District (in thousands) (in thousands) ‘Income 
Ashland 3562 $ 36,526 $1,038 
Boone 9h 4iR6L 4277 
Bowling Green 20.8 175139 82 
‘Campbell 12io 115683 976 
Carter 21.9 94309 es 
Christian 23.6 7,593 36? 
Clay 20.5 a7 203 
Covington 67.8 116,053 1,712 
Daviess 19.7 11,011 559 
Payette 23.0 264938 1,171 
Floyd 43.7 21,450 490 
Greenup 12.1 54095 a5 
Hardin 27.8 17,880 67? 
Harlan 58.2 25,416 483 
Hopkins 20.4 15,730 738 
Jefferson 98:9 78.134 730 
Kenton 20.0 15,973, 738 
Knox 20:8 7,120 3he 
Letcher 28.1 hj 15h 503 
Lexington 60.6 107,082 1,767 
Louisville 372.5 673,151 1,807 
Wecracken 10:5 8,598 819 
Muhlenberg 23.1 4, 361 622 
Newport: 34.1 354030 1,027 
Owensboro 33-5 4h, 598 15331 
Paducah 37.1 49,105 1,324 
Perry 3564 22,293 630 
Pike 62.7 22,811 re 
Pulaski 26.5 10,354 2 


(@)sources (Sit) 


bs 


TABLE 53 


PER CAPITA AND TOTAL NET EFFECTIVE BUYING INCOME 
FOR EACH SCHOOL DISTRICT Foa 1948 


Population su(#) wet zrrective(®) 


Estimates Buying Income Per Capita 
District (in thousands) (in thousands) —‘Income 
Ashland 32.0 $ 37,540 $1,173 
Boone ins 4585 486 
Bowling Green 20:0 183520 926 
Campbell 15,988 1,284 
Carter 93568 35 
Christian 7,814 3k 
Clay 4286 208 
covington 933765 rsli0 
Daviess 214456 ga. 
Fayette 525586 2,73 
Floyd 22,035 S01 
Greenup 435 
Hardin 695 
Harlen 580 
Hopkins 725 
Jefferson 1,017 
Kenton 14467 
Knox 350 
Letcher 513 
Lexington 1,564 
Louisville 1,688 
Neracken 589 
Muhlenberg 639 
Newport 1,246 
Owensboro 15238 
Paducah : 
Perry oh 
Pike 372 
Pulaski B54 


(@)source: (55) 
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TABLE 54 


PER CAPITA AND TOTAL NET EFFECTIVE BUYING INCOME 
FOR EACH SCHOOL DISTRICT Foa 1949 


Population su(®) Net zftective(®) 


Estimates Buying Income Per Capita 
District (in thousands) (in thousands) Income 
Ashland 35.2 $ 41,170 $1,170 
Boone i117 8,095 aby 
Bowling Green 2026 195714 957 
Campbell hate 16,214 1,268 
Carter 22.4 10,069 us 
Christian 2704 15,4450 651 
Clay 20.9 4 yug2 215 
Covington 67.6 gl 501 1,398 
Daviess 20:6 17,925 870 
Fayette 29.7 51,452 1,732 
Ployd 5hL6 28,819 593 
Greenup 2201 5,634 hue 
Hardin 28.4 19,262 7h 
Harlan 59.3 32,265 600 
Hopkins 39.7 16,086 749 
Jefferson 115.0 121,32: 1,055 
Kenton 22.7 33,13) 2,461 
Knox 24.9 25713 362 
Letcher 36.8 15,440 530 
Lexington é1i2 9,016 1,552 
Louisville 370.6 629,480 14699 
Necracken 15.2 8,722 57h 
Muhlenberg 32.5 14,556 597 
Newport 3.0 42,279 2,264 
Owensboro 3669 455557 1,235 
Paducah ee, 51,549 1,236 
Perry 318 20,426 62 
Pike a) 24,619 385 
Pulaski 27.0 11,572 he 


(sources (56) 
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TABLE 55 


PER CAPITA AND TOTAL NET EFFECTIVE BUYING INCOME 


FO EACH SCHOOL DISTRICT FOR 1950 


Population si(®) Net Effective (*) 


Estimates Buying Income Per Capita 
District (in thousands) (in thousands) Income 
Ashland $ 36,709 $1,258 
Boone 95873 855 
Bowling Green 16,857 94? 
Campbell 17,399 1,253 
Carter 10,235 Wks 
Christian 13,135 603 
Clay 5,006 213 
Covington 90,652 1,388 
Daviess 21,878 908 
Fayette 74,898 1,664 
Floyd 28,312 567 
Greenup 63208 he 
Hardin 193666 667 
Earlan 37,301 60% 
Eopkins 155132 TAL 
Jefferson 122,315 1,045 
Kenton 36,423 1,439 
nox 9506 358 
Letcher 16,848 525 
Lexington 85,039 1,535 
Louisville 629,068 1,682 
McCracken 11,622 700 
Muhlenberg 14,905 591 
Newport 385777 1,231 
Owensboro 42,281 1,222 
Paducah 40,359 1,223 
Perry 23,819 593 
Pike 29,021 375 
Pulaski 14,175 485 


()source: (57) 
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‘TABLE 56 


PER CAPITA AND TOTAL NET EFFECTIVE BUYING INCOME 
FOR EACH SCHOOL DISTaICT FoR 1951 


Population su(@) et Eftective'*) 
Estinates Buying Income Per Capita 
District (in thousands) (1m thousands) Income 
Ashland 32.1 $ 40,248 $2,254 
Boone 13.5 9,972 898 
Bowling Green 182 18,466 1,020 
Campbell 14.3 19,413 1,361 
Garter 22:8 10,882 477 
Christian 2h.9 13,941 650 
Clay 23-5 55281 225 
Covington 66. 105,637 1,591 
Daviess 2k 23,867 978 
Fayette hele 83,189 2,801 
Floyd She? 305457 609 
Greenup 25.5 6,681 427 
Hardin 56.3 42,857 806 
Harlan 68.0 395709 649 
Hopkins 39.1 26,128 759 
Jefferson 116-7 207,122 1,275 
Kenton 26.2 45157 13687 
Knox 30.9 10,288 384 
Letcher hole 18,111, 562 
Lexington 56.8 94,092 1,657 
Louisville 376.1 619,254 1,647 
Mecracken 1926 14,720 75h 
Muhlenberg 32.3 15,169 636 
Newport 31:7 42,110 1,328 
Owensboro 35.0 46,182 1,319 
Paducah 40.0 $2,778 1,319 
Perry 40.0 25,494 657 
Pike 78:6 31,816 405 
Pulaski 32.0 15,167 521 


(®)sources (58) 


14g 


TABLE 57 


PER CAPITA AND TOTAL NET EFFECTIVE BUYING INCOME 
FOR EACH SCHOOL DISTAICT Foa 1952 


Population su{*) Net Effective (*) 


Estimates Buying Income Per Capita 
District (in thousands) (in thousands) Income 
Ashland 32.3 $ 534134 $1,645 
Boone 13.5 12,517 1,120 
Bowling Green 18:2 18,128 996 
Campbell U7 24,987 1,704 
Carter 22.1 16,301 738 
Christian 21:1 15,026 70 
Glay 23.1 133279 525 
Covington 66.6 112,288 1,686 
Daviess 21.3 21,623 1,015 
Fayette 47.6 7,740 13570 
Floyd 5369 45,795 929 
Greenup 25.1 15,396 1,129 
Hardin 56.2 43,282 811 
Harlan 66.6 69,624 1,063 
Hopkins 38.5 30,881. 948 
Jefferson 104.4 195,729 1,875 
Kenton 26.1 8,591 1853 
Knox 30.3 15,205 575 
Letcher 308 25,362 Boe 
Lexington ShL9 Tikes 1,301 
Touisville 392.3 660,492 1,684 
MeCracken 3361 36 5454 1,102 
Muhlenberg: 31.3 15,169 623 
Newport 31.7 49,515 1,562 
Owensboro 32.7 5h,237 15439 
Paducah 50.5 68,882 2,364 
Perry 39.2 36,962 943 
Pike 78.2 79,788 1,020 
Pulaski eyes 15,168 53h 
(a) 


Sources (59) 
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TABLE 58 


PER CAPITA AND TOTAL NET EFFECTIVE BUYING INCOME 
FOR EACH SCHOOL DISTRICT FoR 1953 


Population su(@) wet Erfective(®) 
Estimates Buying Income Per Capita 
District (im thousands) (in thousands) Tnoone 


Ashland 32.0 $ 42,424 $2,462 
Boone 13.7 22,403 21,092 
Bowling Green 18.7 22,552 1,206 
Campbell Ue 225952 1,548 
Carter 21.7 14,918 687 
Christian 26.3 26,483 1,006 
Clay 22.9 11,907 520 
Covington 101, 542 1,555 
Daviess 18,867 968 
Fayette 785477 1,652 
Ployd 
Greenup 
Hardin 
Herlan 
Hopkins 
Jefferson 
Kenton 
Enox 
Letcher 
Lexington 
Louisville 
Mecracken 
Muhlenberg 
Newport 
Owensboro 
Paducah 
Perry 

Pike 
Pulaski 


wy be 
BRBUyuwySuow £5u on wu eH ov 


SABUSESL SRS F SBIVOYSCS 
DRA AELNSVDLN Oko DOLL: 


(@)sources (60) 


151 


TABLE 59 


PER CAPITA AND TOTAL NET EFFECTIVE BUYING INCOME 
FOR EACH SCHOOL DISTRICT Foa 1954 


Population su(@) wet zrtective(*) 


Estimates Buying Income Per Capita 
District (1m thousands) (in thousands) Income 
Ashland $ 51,639 $1,589 
Boone 13,424 1,093 
Bowling Green 28,560 1,292 
Campbell 24.915 15519 
Carter 1b, 52h 682 
Christian 26,425 1,071 
Clay 10,943 519 
Covington 108,656 1,604 
Daviess 18,803 92. 
Fayette 745963 1,478 
Floyd 32,248 731 
Greenup 15,389 980 
Hardin 72.5243 1,hoz 
Harlan 505985 889 
Hopkins 36,160 1,112 
Jefferson 195,180 13550 
Kenton 52.5433 13690 
Knox 16,113 628 
Letcher 21,239 215 
Lexington 87,076 25530 
Louisville 715 ,h2k 21,766 
Mecracken 395776 2,180 
Muhlenberg 16,807 73 
Newport 48,000 1,51 
Owensboro 595156 15468 
Paducah 72,388 1,419 
Perry 21,862 616 
Pike 52,135 7 
Pulaski 163363 605 


(source: (61) 
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TABLE 60 


PER CAPITA AND TOTAL NET ZFFECTIVE BUYING INCOME 
‘FOR EACH SCHOOL DISTAICT FOR 1955 


Population su(#) wet Errective(®) 
Estimates Buying Income Per Capita 
District (in thousands) (in thousands) Income 
Ashland $ 51,106 $1,530 
Boone 15577 1,105 
Bowling Green 30,227 1,332 
Campbell 25, 52h 13459 
Carter 27,400 79 
Christian 49,896 1,130 
Clay 11,150 563 
Covington 105,989 1,556 
Daviess 195320 929 
Fayette 92,721 1,530 
Floyd 32,827 765 
Greenup 15,554 985 
Hordin 73,647 2 ku? 
Harlan 0,708 885 
Hopkins 0, 528 1,137 
Jefferson 242,756 1,560 
Kenton 50,510 1,619 
Knox 15,947 673 
Letcher 28,567 253 
Lexington 91,152 1,574 
Louisville 720,330 15747 
MeCracken 28,609 15162 
Muhlenberg 16,968 778 
Newport 47 SHS 1,472 
Owensboro 59,089 15459 
Paducah 70,653 Tihs 
Perry 17,441 609 
Pike By, 489 mu 
Pulaski 14,554 624 


(sources (62) 
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‘TABLE 61 


PER CAPITA AND TOTAL NET EFFECTIVE BUYING INCOME 
FOR EACH SCHOOL DISTRICT FOR 1956 


Population sx(@) Net Errective(#) 


Estimates Buying Income Per Capita 
District (in thousands) (in thousands) Income 
Ashland 33.8 $ 53,132 $1,572 
Boone 18.5 17,994 1,138 
Bowling Green 27.6 325978 1,376 
Campbell 19.0 28,740 1,509 
Carter 20.5 15,231 743, 
Christian 30.3 35,122 21,165 
Clay 18.3 10,676 583 
Covington 68.4 109,888 1,607 
Daviess 211 948 
Fayette 6143 1,584 
Floyd 39. 789 
Greenup 26.5 1,013 
Rardin 68.0 14496 
Harlan 5962 909 
Hopkins 40.5 1,176 
Jefferson i 1,618 
Kenton 13669 
Knox 697 
Letcher 778 
Lexington 2,691 
Louisville 1,808 
Mecracken 1,237 
Muhlenberg ‘801 
Newport 1,516 
Owensboro 1,504 
Paducah 1,497 
Perry 628 
Pike 231 
Pulaski 650 


(@)source: (63) 


1st 


TABLE 62 


PER CAPITA AND TOTAL NET EFFECTIVE BUYING INCOME 
FOR EACH SCHOOL DISTRICT FOR 1957 


Population su(*) not srrective(#) 


Estimates Buying Income Per Capita 
District (in thousands) (in thousands) Income 
Ashland 34.0 $ 5h, 540 $2,604 
Boone ig.s 20,044 1,193 
Bowling Green ek. 28,810 1,432 
Campbell 19.6 30,072 1,536 
Carter 20:0 15,721 786 
Caristian halz Si,15h 1,226 
Clay 18.3 21,345 620 
Covington 70.0 115,907 15656 
Daviess 23.9 23,993 1,004 
Fayette 57.0 87,915 1,529 
Floya 43 354733 829 
Greenup 27.6 16,025 1,066 
Hardin 65.5 100,315 1,590 
Karlen 55.2 475909 954 
Hopkins 50:7 42,083 2,218 
Jefferson 175.1 286,309 1,632 
Kenton 3965 66,756 1,692 
Knox 2515 17,038 ho 
Letcher 29.6 19,742 819 
Lexington 64.1 109,258 1,704 
Louisville 45.1 758,537 1,827 
McCracken 21.6 26,406 1,222 
Muhlenberg 28.1 173739 853 
Newport 33.1 52,036 1,572 
Owensboro 46.1 71,085 1,542 
Paducah 425 73,02 1,537 
Perry 3009 21,071 682 
Pike 63.7 49,578 778 
Pulaski 26.6 15,498 693 


(source: (644) 
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TABLE 63 


PER CAPITA AND TOTAL NET EFFECTIVE BUYING INCOME 
FOR EACH SCHOOL DISTRICT FOR 1958 


Population su'*) wet zrtective(*) 
Estimates Buying Income Per Capita 
District (in thousands) (in thousands) Income 
Ashland 34.5 $ 52,211 $1,513 
Boone 20.8 21,880 13205 
Bowling Green 30.1 40,489 1,345 
Campbell Bled 36,119 15477 
Carter 19:7 16,843 855 
Christian 3h 41,95? 1,223 
Clay 21.8 15,155 695 
Covington 70.2 120,652 1,579 
Daviess 16.1 26,898 1,050 
Fayette 59.0 86,559 1,467 
Floyd 43.7 36,916 B45 
Greenup 28.0 165166 1,075 
Hardin 65.2 95,003 1,520 
Earlan 52.7 hi 227 923 
Ropkins holy 415791 1,202 
Jefferson 170.3 262,570 1,5H1 
Kenton 42.6 69,000 1,619 
Knox 26.3 19,101 800 
Letcher 29.1 19,888 833 
Lexington 64.9 103,935 1,601 
Louisville wad 716,875 1,719 
MeCracken 12.8 15,098 1,179 
Muhlenberg 27:3 17,634 879 
Newport 33.2 49,968 1,505 
Owensboro 50.4 72,415 1,437 
Paducah 47.6 69,049 1,451 
Perry 29.9 21,021 703 
Pike 62 $1,190 797 
Pulaski 27.5 20,551 825 


(source: (65) 
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TABLE 64 


PER CAPITA AND TOTAL NET EFFECTIVE BUYING INCOME 
POR EACH SCHOOL DISTRICT FOR 1959 


Population su‘*) Net Erfective'®) 
Estinates Buying Income Per Capita 
District (in thousands) (in thousands) Income 
Ashland 34.5 $ 55,918 $2,622 
Boone 22.5 27,103 1,281 
Bowling Green 32.0 454013 1,407 
Campbell 22.8 36,515 1,592 
Carter 22.3 20,079 300 
Christian 35.5 42,294 1,332 
Clay 2.3 17,695 728 
Covington 70.0 118,974 2,700 
Daviess 12.0 13,339 1,112 
Fayette 60.1 25932 1,550 
Ployd asl 0,854 300 
Greenup 28.1 17,073 2,150 
Hardin 69.0 101,623 1,535 
Harlan 45.7 41,353 14000 
Hopkins 40.2 4h, 366 1,290 
Jefferson 170.5 2,641 
Kenton 42.0 1,737 
Knox 27.7 851 
Letcher 22.5 897 
Lexington 65.3 1,890 
Louisville 412.5 ~ 1,829 
McCracken 10.7 1,254 
Muhlenberg 28.1 93 
Newport 33.1 1,618 
Owensboro Ss 2,505 
Paducah 46.5 15550 
Perry 28.7 239 
Pike 62.9 867 
Pulaski 26.6 888 


(@)source: (66) 
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TABLE 65 


PER CAPITA AND TOTAL NET EFFECTIVE BUYING INCOME 
FOR EACH SCHOOL DISTRICT FOR 1960 


Population sx(*) yet rrective'*) 
Estimates Buying Income Per Capita 

District (in thousands) (in thousands) Income 
Ashland 31.2 $1,751 
Boone 22.6 1,344 
Bowling Green 31.5 1,547 
Campbell 15778 
Carter 906 
Christian 2,843 
lay ne 
Covington 1,845 
Daviess 1,182 

69:0 1,683 

40:8 948 

29.6 1,208 

5901 1,805 

2504 23083 
Hopkins 36.4 1,36! 
Jefferson 226.6 1,803 
Kenton 42.1 1,892 
knox 24.9 a 
Letcher 29.4 925 
Lexington 65.1 1,642 
Louisville 390.6 1,979 
McCracken 23.4 1,338 
Muhlenberg 27.4 1,007 
Newport 29.9 1,766 
Owensboro 45.2 1,666 
Paducah ghek 13691 
Perry 28.2 83h 
Pike 62.7 936 
Pulaski 27.0 875 
(a), 


Source: (67) 
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BA / paBLE 66 
PER (GAPITA AND TOTAL NET SFFECTIVE BUYING INCOME 
FOR EACH SCKOOL DISTRIG? FoR 1961 


Population sx!@) yet zrtective(*) 
Estinates Buying Income Per Capita 
District (in thousands) © (1n thousands) Income 
Ashland $ 57,199 $1,527 
Boone 355339 1,698 
Bowling Green 52,073 1,680 
Campbell 51,960 2,012 
Carter 18,216 899 
Christian 55,162 1,380 
Clay 12,288 02 
Covington 99,512 1,670 
Daviess 325928 1,215 
Fayette 154,363 25120 
Floya 33,283 843 
Greenup 18,666 1,215 
Hardin 92,000 1,534 
Harlen 34, 567 862 
Kopkins 443810 1,368 
Jefferson 498,250 2,054 
Kenton 85,494 1,948 
Knox 19,280 238 
Letcher 20, 564 875 
Lexington 5 1,653 
Louisville 15833 
Necracken 13569 
Muhlenberg Lyisk 
Newport 1,608 
Oxensboro 1,769 
Paducah 15787 
Perry 740 
Pike 793 
Pulaski 839 


(sources (68) 
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TABLE 67 


PER CAPITA AND TOTAL NET EFFECTIVE BUYING INCOME 
FOR EACH SCHOOL DISTRICT FOR 1962 


Population su(*) et prrective!®) 
Estimates Buying Income Per Capita 
District (in thousends) (in thousands) Income 
Ashland $ 60,601 $1,936 
Boone 38,483 1,791 
Bowling Green 1,788 
Campbell 2,132 
Carter 43 
Christian 1,451 
Clay 67 
Covington 14756 
Daviess 2 1,283 
Fayette i 2,254 
Floya 3 898 
Greenup 3 1,264 
Hardin &: 1,601 
Harlan ri 949 
Hopkins XK 1,466 
Jefferson 25 2,184 
Kenton 2,064 
Knox 2 789 
Letcher 2 932 
Lexington é 113,790 1,753 
Louisville 39 767 481 1,944 
MeCracken 2 40,602 1,657 
Muhlenberg 2 22,23? 1,224 
Newport 2 50, 592 1,692 
Owensboro hi 87,430 1,880 
Paducah 3: 67,038 1,899 
Perry Bi 214925 854 
Pike 5 51,505 866 
Pulaski 2 21,764 931 


(source: (69) 
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‘TABLE 68 


MATRIX OF CORRELATIONS AMONG INDEPENDENT 
VARIASLES FOR 1950 


Variable 23 & 5 6 7 8 9 lO LU 


18 


ia 
Sw oronrunt 
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TABLE 68 Extension 


+06 -.09 403 104 109 .21 126 -.29 10h .9% .05 
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TABLE 69 


MATRIX OF CORRELATIONS AMONG INDEPENDENT 
‘VARIABLES FOR 1960 


x 
Variable 2 3 & 5 6 7 8 9 0 U 


1 +29 06 =.04 -.17 =.01 636 34 «29 ~.18 -.29 
2 =179 62 181 152 168 -.82 -.60 
3 . 54 69 

4 +34 -.09 -.08 

5 56.68 

3 ~+69 7138 23072 

Ue +32 449 -.77 

8 AS 246 

9 =+78 

20 

1 

12 

13 

ih 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
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TABLE 69 Extension 


TABLE 70 


ESTIMATED 100 PER cee eqUALrzED vatvarron™) 


Gn thousande 


eat Personal Franchise 

istrict property Property ‘Property Shares ota 
$ 18,68 $ $ $3 36 14003 

18938 

Bowling Green Et 1063338 

eanpbeh. 7 

Sten ai 

Sheietien oe 

ay 2 

Sorington 58 

fev ( 

Fayette Pee 

Foye 30 

Greenup 

favaie ns 

indian 3 

Eopeine 

Sefferson i 

Kenton 5 

Enon 

Tevener ass 

Texington ae 

Uaueeitie 2338 

Kecrasxan 

Hententer 

fewer’ tne 


ast 


‘TABLE 70 continued 


Real Personal Pranchise 
Distriet property Proporey Property shares otal 
$154: 8 25,505 suze $1,022 292.248 
39) at 191796 85 16 98 
2 B i0l085, 2 2ke 
B5y6ah dt syst 1Bioee 
3033 68 91186 2 138 


(35) 


sor 
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TABLE 71 


TOTAL LOCAL SCHOOL REVENUE RECEIPTS PER 
PUPIL IN AVERAGE DAILY ATTENDANCE 
FOR THE SCHOOL YEAR 1945-1946 


Average Total Revenue 

Daily attendance Receipts Per 

District a-12(@) Pupil in ADA 
Ashland 54120 $53.49 
Boone 1,386 58.51 
Bowling Green 25007 55.80 
Campbell 1,133 62.55 
Carter 47h 22.58 
Christian 25845 31.38 
clay 35763 11.93 
Covington 5,625 120.03 
Daviess 2,632 42.00 
Fayette 422 82.97 
Floyd 95764 21.52 
Greenup 2,482 22.11 
Hardin 3,180 29.22 
Harlan 11,704 13.24 
Hopkins 35198 28.07 
Jefferson 9,295 90.66 
Kenton 2325 68.40 
Knox 4 hs? 11.72 
Letcher 65326 13.34 
Lexington 55726 82.59 
Louisville 53,515 97.72 
Mecracken 2529 33.03 
Muhlenberg 4125 ih. 28 
Newport 2,630 107.97 
Owensboro 35789 96.13 
Paducah 4,091 66.38 
Perry 75243 12156 
Pike 135218 igen 
Pulaski 43878 15.49 


(sources (25) 
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TABLE 72 


TOTAL LOCAL SCHOOL REVENUE RECEIPTS PER 
PUPIL IN AVERAGE DAILY ATTENDANCE 
FOR THE SCHOOL YEAR 1946-1947 


Average Total Revenue 

Daily Attendance Receipts Per 

District 1-12(@) Pupil in ADA 
Ashland 5,120 $ 55-19 
Boone 1,474 25-25 
Bowling Green 2,106 55.36 
Campbell 1,209 72.89 
Carter 43997 21.75 
Christian 2,681 48.95 
Clay iaus 20.82 
Covington 5545? 131.32 
Daviess 25766 58.72 
Fayette 13355 96.79 
Ploya 10,048 40.90 
Greenup 25737 39045 
Hardin 35256 4al09 
Harlan 212,405 19-63 
Eopkins 35383 38.89 
Jefferson 105236 219.54 
Kenton 25302 67.41 
4605 10.69 
Leteher 65608 13.62 
ston 54220 102.92 
Louisville 33,020 120.25 
ieCracken 25461 62.15 
Muhlenberg 4585 26.52 
Newport 2,783, 114.29 
Owensboro 34785 31.38 
Paducah 4235 74.52 
Perry 75879 12.352 
Pike 145852 32.42 
Pulaski 53675 12.78 


(2)souree: (26) 
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‘TABLE 73 


TOTAL LOCAL SCHOOL REVENUE RECEIPTS PER 
PUPIL IN AVERAGE DAILY ATTENDANCE 
FOR THE SCHOOL YEAR 1947-1948 


Average ‘Total Revenue 

Daily Attendance Receipts Per 

1-12(a) Pupil in ADA 
Ashland 55166 $ 72.86 
Boone 1,546 99.91 
Bowling Green 2,109 72h 
Campbell 1,197 98.18 
Garter 55075 30.69 
Christian 23960 59.11 
Clay 43073 16.66 
Covington 55380 126.11 
Daviess 23795 69.66 
Fayette 4555, 124,27 
Floyd 10,147 44.58 
Greenup 2,731 39.50 
Hardin 3,603, 57.23 
Harlan 12,559 24 53 
Hopkins 32380 54207 
Jefferson 12,021 rhea 
Kenton 2547 104.77 
knox 4887 pepe 
Letcher 7,000 21.57 
Lexington 55652 113.93 
Louisville 332350 172.58 
MeCracken 25543 58.99 
Muhlenberg 4,554 28.28 
Newpozt 2,721 137.12 
Owensboro 35325 7.33 
Paducah 43327 an 
Perry 2,931 19-25 
Pike 15,424 33-70 
Pulaski 55324 18:72 


(@)source: (26) 
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TABLE 74 


TOTAL LOCAL SCHOOL REVENUE RECEIPTS PER 


PUPIL IN AVERAGE DAILY ATTENDANCE 
FOR THE SCHOOL YEAR 1946-1949 


Average 


Daily Attendance 


Total Revenue 
Receipts Per 


District 1-12(a) Pupil in ADA 
5,244 $76.23 
1,610 108.57 

Bowling Green 25201 7. 56 

Campbell 1,293 99-57 

Garter 5,129 31.48 

Christian 31053 59.30 

Clay 2,419 25.97 

Covington 5,385 ieilig 

Daviess 25735 iL. 

Fayette 4,931 150.71 

Floyd 10,780 59.28 

Greenup 25791 holes 

Hardin 34794 57.47 

Harlan 13,030 26.34 

Fopkins 33454 55.68 

Jefferson 12,113 158.32 

Kenton 2,601 109.18 

Knox 4,862 

Letcher 75209 

Lexington 53555 

Louisville 38332 

NeCracken 2,612 

Muhlenberg 4,553 

Newport 2,802 

Owensboro 35283 

Paducah 4386 

Berry 83559 

Pike 16; 34 

Pulaski 55536 

(sources (27) 
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TABLE 75 


TOTAL LOCAL SCHOOL REVENUE RECEIPTS PER 


PUPIL IN AVEBAGE DAILY ATTENDANCE 


FOR 


AR 1949-1950 


Total Revenue 


Average 

Daily Attendance Receipts Per 

District alata. Pupil in ADA 
Ashland 55286 
Boone 15747 
Bowling Green 25130 
Campbell 1,339 
carter 53220 
Christian 3,177 
Clay 4,500 
Covington 55849 
Daviess 2,830 
Fayette 5,478 
Ploya 11,277 
Greenup 2,905 
Hardin 33986 
E: 13,245 
31538 
12,201 
Kenton 25749 
Knox 5,026 
Letcher 23470 
Lexington $1626 
Louisville 355233 
MeCracken 2,696 
Muhlenberg 4,976 
Newport 2,843 
Owensboro 33832 
Paducah $502 
Perry 83882 
Pike 165953 
Pulaski 54557 


(source: (27) 


a 


TABLE 75 


TOTAL LOCAL SCHOOL REVENUE RECEIPTS PER 


PUPIL IN AVERAGE DATLY ATTENDANCE 
OL YEAR 1950-1952 


Average 


Daily Attendance 


Total Revenue 
Receipts Per 


District 1-12(4) Pupil in ADA 
Ashland 55176 $90.87 
Boone 1,804 111.38 
Bowling Green 23197 88.97 
Likok 109.33 
5,008 3.8: 
Caristian 2 233 62.71 
Clay 22.23 
Covington she 27.7 
Daviess 25922 99-29 
Fayette 5,616 16h kg 
Floya 10,808 42.33 
Greenup 25747 46.67 
E 35895 58.58 
133029 26.54 
3423 61.75 
1,963 169.54 
Kenton 2,860 129.00 
Knox 4927 22.81 
Letcher 2532? 27.89 
Lexington 5,588 179.17 
Louisville 35,229 206.13 
MeCracken 2,760 66.26 
Muhlenberg 43850 39:78 
Newport 2,898 148.35 
Owensboro Pasty 108.50 
Paducah 4,566 106.62 
Perry 8, 54h 23.69 
Pike 16,619 halal 
Pulaski 5,318 32.14 
(@)source: (28) 
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TABLE 77 


TOTAL LOCAL SCHOOL REVENUE RECEIPTS PER 
PUPIL IN AVERAGE DAILY ATTENDANCE 
FOR THE SCHOOL YEAR 1951-1952 


Average Total Revenue 
Daily Attendance Receipts Per 

District 1-12(a) Pupil in ADA 

Ashland 54252 $97.51 

Boone 1,857 127.71 

Bowling Green 2327) 

Campbell 1, hee 

Carter 54087 

Christian 3415 

Clay 4,661, 

Covington 54505 

Daviess 3,075 

Fayette 5,792 

Floya 10,732 

Greenup 2,811 

Hardin 3,971 

Harlan 13,022 

Hopkins 

Jefferson 

Kenton 

Knox 

Letcher 

Lexington 

Louisville 

NeCracken 

Muhlenberg 

Newport 

Owensboro 

Paducah 

Perry 

Pike 

Pulaski 


(@)source: (28) 
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TABLE 78 


TOTAL LOCAL SCHOOL REVENUE RECEIPTS PER 


PUPIL IN AVERAGE DAILY ATTENDANCE 
FOR THE SCHOOL YEAR 1952-1953 


Average ‘Total Revenue 

Daily Attendance Receipts Per 
District 1-22(4) Pupil in ADA 
Ashland 5.351 $101.63 
Boone 2,010 118.16 
Bowling Green 24s 103.27 
Campbell 1,646 2120.38 
Carter 4,923 41.76 
Christian 3,251 80.17 
Clay 43610 23.73 
Covington 52275 187.4 
Daviess 54327 97.0! 
Fayette 6 hen 181.34 
Floyd 10,834 39-11 
Greenup 2,984 50.98 
Hardin 4,074 62.92 
Harlan 12,970 28.79 
Hopkins 5,695 66.67 
Jefferson 18,358 2169.81 
Kenton 33396 
Knox 4,952 
Letcher 74010 
Lexington 5,808 
Louisville 37 hi 
NeCracken 43997 
Muhlenberg 45909 
Newport 23949 
Owensboro rari 
Paducah 54336 
Perry 8,270 
Pike 12,271 
Pulaski 53118 
(@)source: (29) 
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TABLE 79 


TOTAL LOCAL SCHOOL REVENUE RECEIPTS PER 
PUPIL IN AVERAGE DAILY ATTENDANCE 
FOR THE SCHOOL YEAR 1953-1954 


Average Total Revenue 
Daily Attendance Receipts Per 

District a-1ala) Pupil in ADA 

Ashland 54529 $101.57 

Boone 22a 122.h5 

Boxling Green 23623 98.66 

Campbell 1,780 

Carter 4,985 

Christian 3,246 

Clay 4560 

Covington 65093 

Daviess 3,599 

Fayette 7,109 

Floyd 105661 

Greenup 34256 

Hardin 4,072 

Harlan 12,912 

Hopkins 5,810 

Jefferson 21,274 

Kenton 35714 

Knox 

Letcher 

Lexington 

Louisville 

WeCracken 

Muhlenberg 

Newport 

Owensboro 

Paducah 

Perry 

Pike 

Pulaski 


(@)souree: (29) 
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TABLE 80 


TOTAL LOCAL SCHOOL REVENUE RECEIPTS PER 
PUPIL IN AVERAGE DAILY ATTENDANCE 


FOR THE SCHOOL YEAR 1954-1955 
Average Total Revenue 

Daily Attengance Receipts Per 
District 1-i2(@ Pupil in ADA 
Ashland 51659 $2111.51 
Boone 2,457 118.93 
Bowling Green 2,740 97.67 
Campbell 1,894 126.37 
Carter 55160 psmebe 
Christian 39328 27.07 
Clay 1998 23.14 
Covington 63h ab 
Daviess 3466 
Fayette 7,88! 
Floyd 10,786 
Greenup 2393 
Hardin 9322 
Harlan 12,946 
Hopkins 65033 
Jefferson 23977 
Kenton 3399 
knox 5,312 
Letcher 23039 
Lexington 6,611 
Louisville 413,011 
Mecracken 4522 
Muhlenberg 4,912 
Newport 3,271 
Owensboro 5,263 % 
Paducah 5,872 
Perry 83162 
Pike 173469 
Pulaski 55293 


(@)souree: (30) 
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‘TABLE 81 


TOTAL LOCAL SCHOOL REVENUE RECEIPTS PER 
PUPIL IN AVERAGE DATLY ATTENDANCE 
FOR THE SCHOOL YEAR 1955-1956 


Average Total Revenue 
Daily Attendance Receipts Per 
District 1-12(a) Pupil in ADA 
Ashlend 51675 $107.85 
Boone 2,711 133.87 
Bowling Green 2,847 97.77 
Campbell 13933 135.12 
Carter 5,021 45.16 
Christian 3,382 78.58 
Clay 5,023, 21.95 
Covington 6,556 186.25 
Daviess 3,889 104.22 
Fayette 8,660 203.47 
Ployd 12,846 38.53 
Greenup Festa 69.97 
Hardin 3680 75.33 
Harlan 123620 27.94 
Hopkins 6,210 84,62 
Jefferson 29,518 216.00 
Kenton 4262 133.13 
Knox 54208 26.06 
Letoner Bi9k6 33015 
Lexington 6,858 211.40 
Toulaville 41,894 247.90 
Mecracken 42116 99.4 
Muhlenberg 45850 51.43 
Newport 35535 172.34 
Owensboro 55509 128.95 
Paducah 5,685 171.09 
Perry 8,055 23.85 
Pike 275541 4al65 
Pulaski 55160 38.75 


(source: (30) 


TOTAL LOCAL S| 
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TABLE 62 
L_REVE! 


2 RECEIPTS PER 


ERAGE DAILY ATTENDANCE 


FOR THE SCHOOL YEAR 1956-1957 


Average Total Revenue 
Daily Attendance Receipts Per 

District dela Pupil in ADA 
Ashland 5,832 $125.59 
Boone 2,989 129.90 
Bowling Green 2,fbh 100.76 
Campbell 2,059 is 
Carter 4,899 50.87 
Christian pie 81.85 
clay 2877 22. 
Covington, $2733 196-74 

4 ; . 
Payecte 91388 198.70 
Floya 11,945 3032 
Greenup 1828 Faas 

din 28H 13. 

rlan 12,384 28-57 
jopkins 6,408 87. 
Jefferson 3333 18 ee 
Kenton .! 130.80 
Knox 55276 25.58 
Letcher 75113 32.15 
Lexington 71h 202.02 
Louisville 415570 251.45 
Mecracken 45 ib2 96.78 
Muhlenberg 3807 2:2 
Newport 3,602 186. 5% 
Owensboro 3,678 132.96 
Paducah 9743 155-73 
Perry 2,978 25.17 
Pike 27,603 4ilO5 
Pulaski 54032 45.96 
(@)source: (32) 
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TABLE 83 


TOTAL LOCAL SCHOOL REVENUE RECEIPTS PER 


PUPIL IN AVERAGE DAILY ATTENDANCE 


FOR THE SCHOOL YEAR 1957-1958 


Average ‘Total Revenue 

Daily Attendance Receipts Per 

District a-12(a) Pupil in ADA 
Ashland 54709 
Boone 33158 
ling Green 2,824 
Campbell 24128 
Carter 4,788 
Christian 3373 
Clay 5945, 
Covington 83776 
Daviess 42. 
Fayette 103030 
Floyd 125005 
Greenup 3,640 
Jardin 43908 
Harlan 12,014 
Hopkins 6,422 
Jefferson 37,512 
Kenton 43835 
Knox 53027 
Letcher 73069 
Lexington 73372 
Louisville 415253 
Nocracken 42a 
Muhlenberg 4 éb2 
Newport 35561 
Owensboro 33822 
Paducah 33777 
Perry 7,705 
Pike 175712 
Pulaski 43883 


(@)source: (31) 
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TABLE 8 


TOTAL LOCAL SCHOOL REVENUE RECEIPTS PER 
PUPIL IN AVE! DAILY ATTENDANCE 
FOR THE SCHOOL YEAR 1958-1959 


Average Total Revenue 
Daily Attendance Receipts Per 
District 1-12(a) Pupil in ADA 
Ashland 54862 $171.68 
Boone 35439 135.93 
Bowling Green 23979 12825) 
Campbell 2,658 1h0.7. 
Carter 5,085 55.51 
Christian 3,546 88.54 
Clay 5,149 23.55 
Covington 7,041 218.64 
Daviess 4,508 107.79 
Fayette 22,012 204.81 
Floyd 12,085 47.96 
Greenup 34788 85.18 
Hardin 55365 65.20 
Harlan 11,890 28.97 
Hopkins 65751 89.67 
Jefferson 41, 284 226.47 
Kenton 5,096 176.72 
Knox 54259 2.51 
Letcher 7,213 33.46 
Lexington 75736 220.12 
Louisville 42, 551 255.57 
Mecracken Pai 99.88 
Muhlenberg 43765 68.67 
Newport 3,586 210.81 
Owensboro 3017 167.49 
Paducah 55985 148219 
Perry 2,845 22.29 
Pike 18,069 43.54 
Pulaski 43992 43295 


()source: (32) 
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TABLE 85 


TOTAL LOCAL SCHOOL REVENUE RECEIPTS PER 


PUPIL IN AV. 


GE DAILY ATTENDANCE 
FOR THE SCHOOL YEAR 1959-1960 


Average Total Revenue 
Daily, Avcongsnce Receipts Per 

District 1-12(a) Pupil in ADA 

Ashland 55790 $168.65 

Boone 3,648 134.47 

Bowling Green 35148 181.46 

Campbell 2,645 200.10 

Carter 4,880 48.89 

Caristian 4,337 69.82 

Clay Ss112 23.49 

Covington 7,028 202.91 

Daviess 44707 133.10 

Fayette 12,206 196.49 

Floyd 12,591 42.29 

Greenup 3,768 79.22 

Eardin 5,517 6h.97 

Harlan 103969 29.57 

Hopkins 6,770 Eaeee 

Jefferson 455129 219.06 

Kenton 5,381 175.33 

Knox $5,112 

Letcher 83853 

Lexington 7,886 

Louisville 42,604 

NeCracken 4652 

Muhlenberg 44656 

Newport 39539 

Owensboro 3003 

Paducah 5595% 

Perry 22h 

Pike’ 125348 

Pulaski 4998 


(2) source: 


(32) 
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‘TABLE 86 


TOTAL LOCAL SCHOOL REVENUE RECEIPTS PER 
PUPIL IN AVERAGE DATLY ATTENDANCE 
FOR THE SCHOOL YEAR 1960-1961 


Average Total Revenue 

Daily Attendance Receipts Per 

District 1-12(@) Pupil in ADA 
Ashland 51852 $168.93 
Boone 3,956 133.94 
Bowling Green 3,312 ice 
Campbell 2,974 191.71 
Carter 4870 SL.12 
Christian 43460 72.93 
Clay 5153 24.36 
Covington 2,137 217.77 
Daviess 43902 139.00 
Fayette 135322 198289 
Ployd 21,516 46.62 
Greenup 3,780 85.36 
Hardin 33235 65.05 
Harlan 10, 5h2 29.83, 
Hopkins 63867 113.50 
Jefferson 48, 502 221.38 
Kenton 5,622 176.65 
Knox 5,054 25.12 
Letcher 61825 33.65 
Lexington 8,258, 203.65 
Louisville 43, 246 254.82 
MeCracken 4,813 98.04 
Muhlenberg 44653 21.52 
Newport 3,585 294 41 
Gwensboro 5229 186.47 
Paducah 6,009 165.42 
Perry 7498 23.62 
Pike 12,027 46.85 
Pulaski 5026 45.48 


(@)souree: (33) 


182 


‘TABLE 87 


TOTAL LOCAL SCHOOL REVENUE RECEIPTS PER 


PUPIL IN AVERAGE DAILY ATTENDANCE 
FOR THE SCHOOL YEAR 1961-1962 


Average 


Daily Attendance 


Total Revenue 
Receipts Per 


District a-12(a) Pupil in ADA 
Ashland 5,899 $169.85 
Boone 43256 130.52 
Bowling Green 1556 109701 
Campbell 3,162 191205 
Carter 45806 $1.27 
Christian 4,552 75.64 
Clay 5,Lle 26.34 
Covington 73326 215.09 
Daviess 51073 325-58 
Payette 183452 200.41 
Floyd 12,522 45.36 
Greenup 35860 73.97 
Hardin 55833 63.94 
Harlan 93998 30.22 
Hopkins 63867 aiks 
Jefferson 514996 222. 
Kenton 54963 ae 
Knox 5,042 21290 
Letcher 83734 3.72 
Lexington 8,589 193.44 
Louisville 43,998 251.48 
Mecracken 4956 95.93 
dunlenberg 468 72-18 
Newpor' . 226.55 
Owensboro Shen 185.29 
Paducah 63076 17.92 
Perry 79277 23.49 
Pike 163719 46183 
Pulaski 53009 46.38 
(@)sourees (33) 
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TABLE 88 


TOTAL LOCAL SCHOOL REVENUE RECEIPTS PER 
PUPIL IN AVERAGE DAILY ATTENDANCE 
FOR THE SCHOOL YEAR 1962-1963 


Average Total Revenue 
Daily Attendance Receipts Per 
District 1-12(8, Pupil in ADA 
Ashland 52976 $160.29 
Boone 4601 142.85 
Bowling Green 35896 150.58 
Campbell 33335 18452 
Carter 44733 52.16 
Christian 44985 20.9% 
Clay 5,063, 26.6: 
Covington 2,292 204, 2 
Daviess 54293 135.93 
Fayette 15,388 254.91 
Ployd 11,236 496 
Greenup 33813 80.85 
Hardin 55966 64,87 
Harlan 9,487 30.76 
Hopkins 7,009 
Jefferson 555347 
Kenton 6,191 
knox 4,952 
Letcher 6,592 
Lexington 8,921 
Louisville 445875 
MeCracken 55132 
Muhlenberg 45621 
Newport 35647 
Owensboro 3638 
Paducah 6,071 
Perry 83958 
Pike 216,404 
Pulaski 5,089 


(@)source: (34) 
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Figure 28 
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Figure 27 
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Figure 31 
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Figure 33 
Hlastiotty of Doxand in christian: 1gh6-1962 
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